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: CURRENT TOPICS. 


mA 


‘Tux svoaxstions received from the numerous public bodies and | . 


stitioners to whom the draft of the new Bankruptcy Rules was 

nt have received careful consideration ; and the result will be 

mn in the revised rules, which, it is understood, will be issued, as 
y settled, in the course of next week. 





| Tux Cover or Apreat has intimated that when security for costs 
not exceeding £20 is directed to be given, the amount must be 
dered to be paid into court, and not to be required by bond. 





_ Ir 1s propastx that before long the Stationery Office will occupy 
‘some of the rooms in the Royal Courts of Justice as a store, from 
"which will be supplied the necessary stationery to all parts of the 
building. 





On Wepnzspay and Thursday last the whole of the eighteen 
courts in the Royal Courts of Justice were occupied, and twenty- 
‘seven judges were sitting at one time. Only on one previous 
occasion have all the courts been in use on the same day. 





Tux peatx of Mr. F. T. Brecnam will occasion deep regret to 

) very many of our readers. Throughout a career of about half a 
-century, Mr. Brrowam bore the reputation of an exceptionally able 
‘member of a class which, beyond doubt, comprises more able and 
-acute men in proportion to its numbers than any other class—we 
mean the heads of the large London firms of solicitors. He 
‘combined with great capacity a cheeriness and humour not too 
‘frequent among men whose moments are precious. He was 
) president of the Incorporated Law Society in 1874-75, and 
; although at that time the annual provincial meetings of the society 
"had only just commenced, and the president was consequently a 
less re person than at present, we believe it may safely 
| be said that few, if any, of the presidents have worked harder for 
‘the society. He once remarked that during his term of office he 

' wrote over 500 letters urging members of the profession to join the 

| society; and, as a matter of fact, there was during his year of office 
| an addition of nearly 200 members as against an average of about 
_ eighty for several previous years. In other ways also he showed 
| great activity. After his presidency, his attention to the interests 
of his professional brethren continued, and at the provincial meet- 

| ing last year he contributed a valuable paper on ‘‘ Solicitors and 
the Public.”” To his good sense, tact, and influence in the council 
is due, in no small degree, the position which that body has 

_ attained as one of the recognized exponents of legal opinion on pro- 
| posed changes in the law. Some of our readers may perhaps 
' remember a speech delivered by him seme years ago in which, after 
» temarking that the council chamber in Chancery-lane was “not a 
» bed of roses,” and that the duties the council performed were 
in reality very onerous, he added, “I do not know that any 
' one of them is more entitled to our consideration, and requires more 
careful watching, than when we should speak, and when we should 
' hold our tongues.”” No one knew better than Mr. Brrcnam when 
| was the time to speak and when was the time to be silent; and the 
:. as owes to him a debt of gratitude for the wisdom which 
j brought to the deliberations of the council. This debt, together 
- with his great popularity, would, doubtless, have received some 
_ public acknowledgment on the occasion of his retirement from the 
| profession at the end of last year ; but his hatred of what he called 











‘‘fussy importance” was so well-known that his retirement took 


place with few other manifestations than numerous private 


expressions of affectionate and sincere pm sa on the part of his 
brethren, and a short paragraph in these columns. 





Tue sunement of the Lord Chancellor, delivered in the House 
Lords on Monday last, affirming the decision of the Court 
Appeal in Speight v. Gaunt (31 W. R. 401), was confined 

closely to an examination of the facts of the particular case; 
probably because the ago principles which govern 

this kind were sufficiently explained by the great 

jurisprudence. ‘Moral necessity” will justify 
acting by 

custody oO 


. . . the trustee is not answerable ” (Hz parte 

219). In that case Lord Hanpwicxe held that, if a trustee, 
in the usual method of business, employs a broker, in good 
at the time, to sell a portion of the trust estate, and the broker fails 
while the produce of the estate is in his hands, the loss will fall on 
the trust estate. In like manner it follows from the principles 
thus laid down that a trustee employing a broker to purchase in 
the market stocks usually dealt with through brokers, and remit- 
ting to the broker trust money in accordance with the usual prac- 
tice, will not, in the absence of circumstances showing 
negligence in the trustee, be msible for the failure of the 
broker. The questions in Speight v. Gaunt were — first, 
whether the stocks of municipal corporations directed by dhe 
trustee to be purchased were stocks usually dealt with 
through brokers. The Lord Chancellor thought that they were. 
“Securities of English municipal corporations,” he said, ‘‘ are from 
time to time bought and sold upon the London and some other 
Exchanges. The evidence in this case shows that the Four per 
Cent. Debenture Stock of the Leeds Corporation was so bought and 
sold, and the respondent did not know, and had, in my judgment, 
no reason to know, that the securities of the other corporations 
also, whether they might be stocks or debentures, were not also so 
bought and sold. That was a point as to which he might properly 
and reasonably determine to avail himself of the superior means 
of inquiry and information which, in the ordinary course of his 
business, a broker would possess. He was, therefore, in my opinion, 
entitled to give such instructions to a competent broker as he actually 
gave to Cooke in the present case, under which, if the securities in 
question were procurable by purchase on the Exchange, the broker 
might be expected so to procure them; and, if he procured them 
in any other way, he might also be expected, in the ordinary course 
and due performance of his duty, so to inform his principal.” But 
it does not follow that, because the trustee was justified in employ- 
ing a broker to buy the corporation stock, the trustee was justified 
in paying the money for the purchase to the broker. Hence 
arose the second question: were the circumstances such as to 
justify this payment? The Lord Chancellor held that if the broker 
employed by the trustee had entered into contracts with the several 
municipal corporations for direct loans to them by the respondent, 
and had reported to the respondent that he had done so, there would 
be no moral necessity, or sufficient practical reason, from the usage 
of mankind or otherwise, for payment of the money to the agent ; 
there would be no difficulty or impediment arising from the usual 
course of such business in the way of its passing direct from 
the lender to the borrower in exchange for the securities ; and 
he added that ‘if it should be found convenient to send it by 
the hand of a broker, or of any other messenger or agent, this 
might be done by a cheque made payable to the borrower or his 
order, and crossed, as is usual in direct dealings between vendor 
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purchaser, debtor and creditor, when payments of considerable 
amount have to be made.” But in the recent case the bought- 
stated that the purchase of the securities was made according 
to the rules of the London Stock Exchange; the trustee was 
entitled to give credit to this representation, and according to the 
regular course of business on the London Stock Exchange the 
money passes through the hand of the broker. 





Tae “ unrorronare and rather ease” of Olew and 
another v. Hale, in which, by a mistake of magistrates, a respect- 
able woman was sentenced illegally to hard labour, and the magis- 
trates were consequently sued for damages, has now, we suppose, 
been terminated by the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division 
(Lord Cotenmer, C.J., and Marnew, J.), that the damages awarded 
by the jury (£150) ought not to be reduced. Both the facts and 
the law of the case are not a little curious. The plaintiffs were a 
labourer and his wife, and the wife had been convicted (upon evid- 
ence which we will assume to have been sufficient) of selling beer 
without a licence, contrary to section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1872, 

which a person convicted of that offence is liable “‘ for a first 
to a penalty not exceeding £50, or to imprisonment with or 
without” hard labour for a term not exceeding one month), and 


sentenced to pay a fine, or in default to be imprisoned 
with hard labour. It was held, however (see In re Clew, 30 W. R. 


704, L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 511), by the Queen’s Bench Division, that 
the Act, though it authorized either fine or imprisonment, did not 
authorize in default of payment of a fine. The con- 
Vietren-boimg Guashed upon this difficult’ point ‘of law, both hus- 


right of action in such a case is much cut down by one of Jervis’s 
Acts (11 & 12 Vict. c. 44). By section 1 of this Act, in eny action 
against a justice for an act done within his jurisdiction, it is neces- 
sary, for the plaintiff to succeed, to prove that the act complained 
of “was done maliciously, and without reasonable and probable 
” By section 2, “for any act done by a justice of the peace in 
a matter of which, by law, he has not jurisdiction, or in which he 
shall have exceeded his jurisdiction, any person injured thereby, 
or by amy act done under any conviction made by such justice in 
any such matter, may maintain an action, without having to prove 
malice or the absence of reasonable and probable cause, against 
such justice after the conviction shall have been quashed.” How- 
ever hard it may seem upon the convicting justices, it seems im- 
possible to argue that the mistake committed in Mrs. Ciew’s case 
came within section 1, and not within section 2, of Jervis’s Act, 
notwithstanding the liberal construction of that section suggested 
by Chief Justice Jzxvis himself, three years after the passing of the 
Act, in Rate v. Parkinson (30 L. J. M. C. 208), in which he said 
that the words “‘ exceeding his jurisdiction” in the section “means 
doing something which the justice could, by no possibility, have 
a legal right to do.”” Upon reference to In re Clew we find that the 
mistake arose “from the justices or their clerk having used a 
imted form which is given in the schedule to the Summary 
uisdiction Act, 1848, but which is rot applicable to section 3 of 
the | ing Liquors Licensing Act, 1872.” Thisis a mistake 
which cannot be said to have arisen from anything like gross negli- 
gence, and we cannot but think that power might be given to 
some independent authority to allow damages recovered in cases of 
this kind to be paid out of the county rates. That £150 was ex- 
cessive i imprisonment, with hard labour, for 


a month, Ris bepentiis & on ; 


z 





Tus case of Re Sherry, London and County Bank v. Terry 
aa elsewhere), deserves the careful consideration of bankers. 
were two guarantees, both in the common form of continuing 

4 of current accounts without any proviso for determina- 
tion on notice ; the first, a joint and several one, by Suxney and 
another person for £150, and the second by Surxny alone for £400. 
The was as to the liability of Suxxny’s representatives; no 
question was raised with reference to the position of the co-surety 
on thie first ntee, and the case was argued solely on the 
— w the subsequent payments by the customer Terry 
or had not been appropriated by him or the bank to the so- 


guarantee ceased at Suerry’s death as to subsequent advances; 
we may therefore assume, although there was no evidence to that 

effect before the Vice-Chancellor, that Suerry’s representatives 

gave notice of his death to the bank. It has been decided 

(Coulthart v. Cleminson, 28 W. R. 355, L. R. 5 Q. B. D. 42; 

Lloyd’s v. Harper, 29 W. R. 452, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 290; Beckett 

v. dddyman, L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 783) that a continuing guarantee, 

in the absence of express provision, is revoked as to subsequent 

advances by notice of the Jeath of the guarantor ; and it is to be 

presumed that the executors would hasten to avail themselves of 
the protection thus afforded by giving such a notice. It was 

clearly part of their case that they were not liable for subsequent 
advances, and the plaintiffs would not have made the admission 

had they been able to dispute the fact. The effect of the decision, 

therefore, in the case before us appears to be this: that, where a 

continuing guarantee of a current account has been given to a bank, 
and the surety dies, the bankers, if they wish to reap the full 
benefit of their security, must, immediately on receiving notice of 
surety’s death, close the account, and call upon his representatives 
to make good the deficit ; and that neither they nor their customer 
can, by closing the old account and opening a new account, without 
the consent of the representatives of the surety, appropriate 
subsequent payments by the customer, so as to diminish the over- 
draft on the new account, whilst the surety’s estate still remains 
liable for the amount guaranteed on the old account. If the 
bankers do not act in this way, the estate of the guarantor will not 
be affected by subsequent losses sustained by them on a new 
account, although it will derive the full benefit of all money 
received by the bankers in respect of such new account. 





Mz. Cuamsertarn’s proposals in relation to the housing of the 

poor seem to travel beyond the existing law chiefly in the direction of 

visiting the owners of unfit houses with heavier penalties, and of 

charging the expense of re-building upon owners instead of 

occupiers. It is already law (see Public Health Act, 1875, ss. 

91, 97,104; Nui "ARt=“TESS, BES, TS) that hotibes 

so overcrowded as to be unhealthy may be dealt with as nuisances, 

ani he use of them may be prohibited, and also (see Artizans 

and Labourers’ Dwéllings Act, 1868) that such houses may ever 

be dammit ‘Tt is also law” (seeACt Of 1868, ss. 17, 19) that 

loeaY authorities may make, at the expense of owners, such altera- 

tions and repairs as “‘are in conformity with a specification, and 

to the satisfaction of the surveyor or engineer appointed by them,” 

without being compelled to acquire the property. The deduction from 

compensation money proposed “‘ by way of fine for misuse of prop- 

erty ” appear to be already, at least in some measure, enjoined upon 
arbitrators by section 3 of the Artizans and Labourers’ Dwellings 
Improvement Act, 1879. With regard to the amount of compen- 
sation allowance for compulsory sale, this is prohibited by section 

19, sub-section 2, of the Act of 1875, and for prospective value 

by section 9 of the Act of 1882. The arbitrator appears to be 

already “official,” for he is appointed (see article 4 of the schedule 
to the Act of 1875) by the “confirming authority,” on the appli- 

cation of the local authority. The proposal that no appeal should 
be allowed is an extension of the Act of 1875, which, as amended 
by the Act of 1882, already prohibits appeals unless the compen- 
sation awarded exceeds £1,000. The principal amendment 
suggested by Mr. Cuampertarn is that the cost of improvements 
(for so we understand his sixth and seventh proposals) is to borne 
by a special rate upon owners (as we ourselves suggested in our 
article last week), for he says that on his scheme improvements on 
a large scale could be undertaken without any additional burden 
upon rated occupiers. This is a reversal of the policy which has 
obtained in rating legislation ever since the Act of Elizabeth ; but 
it is a reversal which was suggested in part by the Duke of Rich- 
mond’s Commission upon Agriculture, and would obviously operate 
less oppressively -_ the owners of urban, than upon the owners 
of agricultural, land. 








Tr 1s somewnat of a mystery how the objection which was 
raised by the court in Re Palmer, Shipper v. Skipper (32 W. R. 
$3)—that a defendant applying to have an action dismissed on 





called new account. It was admitted on both sides that the 


the ground of the non-appearance of the plaintiff, must prove that 
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he (the defendant) had been served with notice of trial—could ever 
gise. When an action is called on in court, the plaintiff who re- 

jres to have a judgment against an absent defendant must, of 
course, prove that the defendant has been duly served with notice of 
trial; but when, asin the recent case, the plaintiff is not present, and 
the defendant is, the fact that the action is in the paper has always 
been taken as primd facie proof that the plaintiff, who sets down 
the action, has given notice of trial. Mr. Justice Fry’s require- 
ment, in Cockle v. Joyce (26 W. R. 41, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 56), of an 
affidavit from the defendant, where the plaintiff did not appear, 
that he (the defendant) had been served with notice of trial, was 
not followed by him in James v. Crow (26 W. R. 256, L. R. 7 Ch. 
Dp. 410. 





THE MOMENTOUS QuEsTION of the wearing of bands has been 
brought under the consideration of the Scotch Bar. It seems to 
be admitted that bands were formerly worn in Scotland as in 
England, but they are supposed to have dropped out of use some 
time in the last century. They are still worn by Scotch advocates 
when practising before the House of Lords; but in Scotland 
advocates wear only the white necktie, while the judges, and also 
the Dean of Faculty, are attired in a courtly kind of cravat. Last 
week a meeting of the faculty was held to consider a resolution 
that the wearing of bands in all the courts should be resumed. 
To this the ‘‘ previous question” was moved, and was carried by a 
majority on a show of hands. The chief supporter of the existing 
practice (whose name we shall not record) is reported to have 
argued that there was danger of bands being kept too long from 
the washerwoman, and still more, of their being used to conceal 
from public criticism the defective state of the shirt-front. 





== 





THE NEW BANKRUPTCY ACT AND 
WRITS OF Z£LEGIT. 


Derrty buried in the ‘supplemental provisions” of the new 
Bankruptey Act lie two short sections which do not relate 
exclusively to the law of bankruptcy, but effect a highly important 
alteration in the general law of judgments. Why they were thus 
secreted among the numerous clauses of that elaborate measure it 
is not difficult to guess. Four or five lines of print were probably 
considered too insignificant to sustain the dignity of such a ‘‘ short 
title,” as ‘‘ The Statute of Westminster the Second, Amendment 
Act, 1883”; and, moreover, might have provoked discussion, 
which is the very last thing to be desired in the case of Govern- 
ment measures. Possibly, the Legislature (i.e., the draftsman of the 
Bill) may have considered that a judgment debtor was near of kin 
to a bankrupt, and an execution only the prelude to a petition ; 
and that, accordingly, a Bankruptcy Bill was an appropriate home 
for these wandering clauses. In this we do not agree. The 
sections to which we are about to refer have a much wider appli- 
cation than the law of bankruptcy; and, unless the object was to 
conceal their existence as long as possible, might have been better 
placed than between a section on stamp duty, and another relating 
to the removal of a bankrupt trustee. Whatever may have been 
the motive of placing them where they are, they are worthy of 
careful attention. In the following observations we wish to show 
that two questions of grave importance, apparently overlooked by 
“the Legislature,” arise upon the construction of these sections 
when read with the Rules of Court relating to execution. The 
text of these sections of the Bankruptcy Act is as follows :— 

“145. Where the sheriff sells the goods of a debtor under an execution 
for a sum exceeding twenty pounds (including legal incidental expenses), 
the sale shall, unless the court from which the process issued otherwise 
orders, be made by public auction, and not by pill of sale or — con- 
tract, and shall be publicly advertised by the sheriff on and during three 
days next preceding the day of sale. 

“*146. (1.) The sheriff shgll not under a writ of elegit deliver the goods 
of a debtor, nor shall a writ of elegit extend to goods. 

= (.) No writ of levari facias shall hereafter be issued in any civil pro- 


It is with section 146 (1), which abolishes the proceeding against 
goods and chattels by way of elegit, that we are now concerned ; 
and we may, in g, be permitted to express our con- 
currence in the abolition of that ‘absurd anachronism,” as it was 


termed by Lord Justice James in the ease of Hx parte Abbott 
W. R. 143, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 456). The first difficulty which 
for observation relates to the question whether this section applies 
to current writs. 

Under the Rules of Court, 1883, ord. 42, r. 20, a writ of execu- 
tion (which includes elegit, rule 8), if unexecuted, shall remain 
force for one year only from its issue, unless renewed as thereby 
provided. The Bankruptcy Act comes into operation on the Ist of 
January, 1884, so that up to the last day of the present year writs 
of elegit will continue to be issued in the form prescribed by 
Appendix H. These writs may be executed without renewal at 
any time within a year from their issue. When they are placed 
in the hands of the sheriff he will find them in direct conflict with 
the enactment which has been quoted. Which is he to obey? 
“Victoria, by the grace of God,” &c., commands him without delay 
to cause to be delivered to the judgment creditor by a reasonable price 
and extent all the goods and chattels of the judgment debtor in his 
bailiwick, except his oxen and beasts of the plough; the statute, 
on the other hand, expressly forhids him to do any such thing. 
The sheriff is undoubtedly placed in a position of considerable 
difficulty, his duty depending on a “‘ nice” point of construction. 
It would be rash to hazard a positive opinion, but we incline to the 
view that the Act prohibiting the delivery of the goods does not 
retrospectively affect such writs as shall have been already issued 
when it comes into operation ; and that, accordingly, duty 
the sheriff will be to obey the writ and disregard the statu 
conclusion is founded on the following considerations. A j 
creditor’s right to delivery of the goods of his debtor 
elegit depends on the words of the Statute of Westmi 
Second (13 Edw. 1, c. 18), ‘all the chattels of the 
only his oxen and beasts of the plough” ; and these 
ancient statute are expressly repealed by section 
5th schedule of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The express 
however, qualified by several clauses, any one of w: we 
to be sufficient to save the operation of a writ already i 
the Statute of Westminster. Thus, section 169 (2) 
“The repeal effected by this Act shall not affect (a. 
done or suffered before the commencement of this Act 
enactment repealed by this Act; nor (d.) any right or 
acquired, or duty imposed, or liability or disqualification incurred, . 
under any enactment so repealed; . . . nor (d.) the institution or 
continuance of any proceeding or other remedy, whether under at 
enactment so repealed, or otherwise for ascertaining any such lia- 
bility or disqualification.” It is not, perhaps, wise to rely im-~ 
plicitly on the terms of a saving clause of this description, and it 
must be remembered that the prohibition in section 146, ‘‘The 
sheriff shall not under a writ of elegit deliver the goods of a debtor,” 
is not directly subject to the qualifications of the above clause, and 
seems, primd facie, to lay down an inflexible rule for the conduct 
of sheriffs in respect of all elegits after the Ist of January, 1884. 

The point which we have just been discussing is, at the worst, 
a passing evil; that to which we now turn is of a more serious 
character, for it cannot be cured without an amendment of the 
Rules of Court, or possibly without fresh legislation. 

The prescribed forms of the writs of fiert facias and elegit are 
contained in Appendix H. of the new rules; the former com- 
prising goods and chattels, the latter both goods and chattels and 
lands, tenements, &c. Now, the effect of the 146th section of the 
Bankruptcy Act is to make the writ of elegit for the future apply 
to lands, tenements, &c., only, and not to goods and chattels. 
Thus, we have fieri facias confined to goods and chattels, elegié 
confined to lands, tenements, &c. And it is clear that, to reach all 
the property of his debtor, the judgment creditor must issue writs 
of both descriptions. Can he do this under any circumstances? An 
answer in the negative seems to be given by order 42, for, by rule 
17 of that order, it is laid down that, ‘‘ Every person to whom any 
sum of money or any costs shall be payable under a ju t 
order shall, so soon as the money or costs shall be yn 
entitled to sue out one or more writ or writs of fer j . 
one or more writ or writs of elegit, to enforce payment thereof.” 

The word “or” which we have italicized shows that the creditor 
has an alternative, but cannot sue out writs of both kinds to 
enforce the same j t. The reason of 
this, that under the present law it would be absurd to 
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hands of the same sheriff one writ commanding him 
under a flert facias, and another commanding him 
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to the creditor under an elegit. The two remedies are inconsistent, 
and the sheriff could not obey them both. After the Ist of Janu- 
ary, 1884, however, the same reason will no longer apply; and a 
creditor will not be able to enforce his judgment against all the 
property of his debtor, as he has hitherto been able to do under a 
of elegit, unless he can obtain both a writ of feri facias and a 
of it. This, it seems, under the present rules, he cannot 
; and it follows that the judgment may be unproductive, 

the debtor has extendible property. Whether the credi- 
tor under such circumstances, obtain ‘‘ equitable execution ” 
is a — which we have not on the present occasion space to 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT BY MARRIED WOMAN 
CONVEYING AS EXECUTRIX. 


Ir is a curious coincidence that while we were last week making 
some remarks upon the defects of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, we should print this week a letter from a correspondent 
pointing out an omission in that Act which has led to the widest 
possible divergence of professional opinion upon a not unimportant 
point of practice, requiring at least one judicial decision for its 
satisfactory settlement. Our correspondent desires information as 
to the necessity for acknowledgment of the transfer of a mortgage, 
such transfer being made by a married woman in the capacity of 
executrix, her title as executrix (so we understand our corres- 
pondent) having accrued since the commencement of the Act. 

This question is only one of several arising under section 30 of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which, as the reader will remember, 
enacts that where an estate or interest of inheritance, or limited to 
the heir as special occupant, in any tenements or hereditaments, is 
vested on any trust or by way of mortgage, in any person 
solely, the same shall, notwithstanding any testamentary disposi- 
tion, devolve to and become vested in his personal representatives 
from time to time, in like manner as if the same were a chattel 
real vesting in them. The Married Women’s Property Act, by 
@ sort of side-ways or crab-like process of the kind which is so dear 
to it, seems to enable a married woman, without the consent of 
her husband (which was formerly necessary), to take out probate 
or administration and to become a trustee ; enacting (section 1, sub- 
section 2) that ‘a married woman shall be capable of entering 
into and rendering herself liable in respect of and to the extent of 
her separate property on any contract”; and (section 24) that 
‘the word ‘contract’ in this Act shall include the acceptance of 
any trust, or of the office of executrix or administratrix.” It is 
true that the words which, in section 1, sub-section (2), stand 
between those which we have placed in italics, suggested a doubt, 
whether the scope of the enactment might not be restricted to 
limiting the extent of the liability incurred by her under a con- 
tract properly so called, without at all affecting the necessity for 
the h ’s consent to her entering into “‘ contracts” of the 
peculiar description referred to at the telescopic distance of section 
24. But since the chief reason for insisting upon the husband’s 
consent was the fact that he would, previously to the Act, have 
been liable for her misfeasance, and since this liability seems to 
be sufficiently guarded against by the concluding words of section 
24, it has been held (in the Goods of Harriet Ayres, L. R. 8 
P. D. 168) that the husband’s consent is no longer necessary ; thus 
securing to the Act the double triumph of having enacted some- 

in the most roundabout way possible, and having at the 
time raised a doubt, calling for judicial decision, as to 
the thing had really been enacted after all. 

established that married women may now, without the 

their husbands, become executrixes and administratrixes 
or whatever is the plural of those clegant words), we may reason- 

suppose that a certain increase (though probably not at an 
rate) is likely to take place in the number of those who 

do so in future; and, since some of them will certainly be 
upon to convey, re-convey, and transfer trust and mortgage 
and mortgages becoming vested in them by virtue of section 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, above cited, the question natur- 
arises | such conveyances, re-conveyances, and transfers 
require acknowledgment in cases where acknowledgment 
have been necessary before the Married Women’s Property 
Section 18 of the Act, which deals with conveyances of 
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certain specified kinds of personal property made by a married 
woman as executrix, &c., does not touch the question in its relation 
to conveyances of real estate. That the efforts of the Act to 
perplex this question have met with complete success may be seen 
at a glance from the following passages. 

Messrs. Wolstenholme and Turner, whose authority, as we need 
hardly remind our readers, is exceedingly high, in the 3rd edition 
of their work on the Conveyancing Acts, which includes the 
Married Women’s Property Act, express, in a note at p. 148, on 
section 1, sub-section (1), of that Act, the following opinion :— 

“Though . . . the wording of section 18 is rather deficient, it 
seems -reasonably clear that this sub-section [i.c., section 1, sub-section 
(1)] and sections 2 and 5 include all trust property. The words are, in 
strictness, only applicable to property of which she is beneficial owner; 
but, as she is liable separately on contract or in tort, and her husband 
need not be a party to any action (sub-section 2), the same reasoning 
applies as in Bathe v. Bank of Engiand (4 K. & J. 564).”’ 


On the other hand, Messrs. Key and Elphinstone, in the 2nd 
edition of their very excellent Compendium of Precedents in Con. 
veyancing (vol. 1, p. 861), take the opposite view :— 


“The late Act primd facie relates only to property to which a married 
woman is beneficially entitled, and not to property of which she is only a 
trustee (except section 18, which is confined to stocks, shares, &c.), so that 
a deed acknowledged with the concurrence of the husband appears to be still 
necessary, or, at any rate, could not prudently be dispensed with, to pass 
an interest in land vested in a married woman (whether married before or 
after the Act), as a trustee (not being a bare trustee within the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874, s. 6) in all cases in which it would have been necessary 
before the Act.’’ 


The latter opinion is also adopted by the editor of the 5th 
edition of Griffith’s Married Women’s Property Acts :—‘‘So far as 
she is a trustee of real estate, it is submitted that the concurrence 
of her husband by deed acknowledged will, as hitherto, be required 
to enable her to transfer the legal estate; and also to give a receipt 
for purchase-moneys of real estate sold by her as trustee, or to deal 
with it in any way in which, before this Act, she could not deal 
with it, without his concurrence” (p. 119). 

What practical conclusion should be drawn from this conflict of 
opinions will, we think, be clear, so soon as we remember what is 
the practical question before us. The question is not, Which 
opinion is, on the whole, the more likely to turn out to be right ? 
but, Is the opinion, that acknowledgment and the husband’s con- 
currence (which practically go together) are unnecessary, so clearly 
the right view of the Act’s meaning, that these formalities, which 
will give absolute safety on either hypothesis, can prudently, in the 
absence of judicial decision, be dispensed with? We anticipate 
that our readers will have little hesitation in replying in the 
negative to this question. 

Though we acknowledge the ingenuity of the parallel drawn by 
Messrs. Wolstenholme and Turner between some of the reasoning 
of Lord Hatherley, when Vice-Chancellor Page-Wood, in Bathe v. 
The Bank of England, with reference to some analogous provisions 
contained in the Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Act (20 & 21 
Vict. ce. 85), it must be remembered that, in that case, the married 
woman was not only executrix, but also residuary legatee, and 
so beneficially entitled. And though we should be by no means 
surprised if the opinion of those learned authors, even in cases 
where the married woman has no beneficial interest whatever, 
should in the event be confirmed by judicial decision, yet we 
should not think it the part of a prudent man to actin reliance 
upon this anticipation. 








It is re that petty robberies have become exceedingly 
prevalent in the Royal Courts of Justice, and that not only many 
of the officials permanently settled in the building, but even the 
judges, have suffered losses in this way. It is to be hoped the matter 
will be thoroughly investigated by the authoritits, as, when once 
the thieves find they get off with impunity, they may cease to 
limit their depredations to such unconsidered trifles as articles of 
clothing, &c., and may attempt plunder in the shape of valuable 
documents and stamps. 

The Civil Service Commissioners are about to hold an examination for 
six additional assistant examiners to the staff of the Patent Office, at a 


salary commencing at £250, and rising by £37 10s. triennially toa maxi- 
mum of £400 per annum, 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


(In re Stonor’s Trusts, L. R. 24 Ch. D, 195.) 

It is perhaps difficult to find plausible grounds of reason 
upon which to impugn the decision of Mr, Justice Pearson in this 
ease ; and yet we are strongly inclined to suspect that it will come 
as a surprise—perhaps as a disappointment—upon the authors 
and promoters of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. In a 
settlement made on the marriage of a lady in 1862, there was con- 
tained an agreement and declaration that, in case any sums of money, 
&c., to the amount of £500 and upwards, ‘‘other than and except 
interests which should be restricted for the life of the wife, or, whether 
so restricted or not, should be settled and limited to her separate use 
and disposal,” should, during the coverture, come to the wife or 
husband in her right, such sums should be brought into the settle- 
ment. By a will made in 1860, the mother of the lady in question 
bequeathed the residue of her personal property to the lady in ques- 
tion absolutely. The testatrix died after the coming into operation 
of the Married Women’s Property Act. The net residue had been paid 
into court, and the lady and her husband presented a petition, asking 
in the first instance for the payment out of it to her on her 
separate receipt. The petitioners contended that the effect of section 
5 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, is precisely the same 
as what would have been the effect of a declaration of separate use 
in the will of the testatrix ; and that since the latter declaration would 
undoubtedly have entitled the lady to have the money paid out to 
her on her separate receipt, so also ought the provisions of the Act 
to have the like result. But Mr. Justice Pearson pointed out that 
the 19th section of the Act provides, that ‘‘ nothing in this Act shall 
interfere with or affect any settlement or agreement for a settlement 
made or to be’ made, whether before or after marriage, respecting 
the property of any married woman.” Now, if the Act had not 
been passed, all other things remaining the same, the money would 
undoubtedly have gone to the husband in right of his wife, and 
would, therefore, undoubtedly have passed to the trustees of the 
settlement. How, therefore, could it be said that this settlement was 
not “interfered with or affected” by the Act, if the Act -vas allowed 
to have the effect of handing the money over to the married woman ? 





We are informed that there is no foundation for the statement that the 
Supreme Court of Judicature (District Courts) Bill was drafted by or for 
the Lord Chancellor, or that it was circulated by his lordship’s direction. 
It is a Bill which was introduced into the House of Commons by private 
members, without the Lord Chancellor’s cognizance ; and any circulation 
of a reprint of it at the present time has taken place on the sole responsi- 
bility of the authors of the Bill. 


At the close of the Aylesbury County Court on Wednesday week, Mr. 
Whigham, the judge, said:—The times seem to be at hand when the 
county courts, re-constructed in 1846-7, are to be restored, and reinstated, 
as in their “ae Saxon adaptation—namely, as courts of ‘first 
resort,’’ or, as the Norman title or name expressed it, ‘‘ courts of first 
instance.’’ I hope shortly to see them incorporated and forming part of 
the High Court of Justice, as now established, and the judges of the 
county court taking rank next after the gga puisne judge of the High 
Court of Justice, with some style or title as ‘‘ judges of the courts of 
first resort,’ or ‘‘first instance,’’ with precedence amongst themselves 
in the order of seniority of appomtment. With reference to the bank- 
ruptcy proceedings disposed of in 1882 bp, Ae county courts, the figures 
in the return are almost overwhelming. Declarations by debtors of their 
inability to carry on their business (a modest number), 144; petitions for 
adjudication, 901; debtors’ summonses, 1,107 ; petitions for composition 
or for liquidation, 8,020; in all, 10,172 Sounetlade: The failure of the 
Bankruptcy Act of 1869 was occasioned by, ina — measure, leaving 
the creditors themselves, or their delegates, to initiate and conduct the 
proceedings for getting in and distmbuting the debtors’ estates. It was 
sup) that, as the creditors were the persons most deeply interested in 
realizing and distributing the assets, they would be the most efficient 
administrators in conducting the so tom Professional—that is, 
legal—interference was discountenanced. e creditors, instead of 
ae to their interests themselves, as it was expected they would, 
appoin agents. The agents, having got the matter mto their own 
hands, invented and multiplied proceedings to justify their ch in 
large bills for costs, to the almost entire absorption of the assets in the 
estates, It is to be hoped that the Bankruptcy Act about to come into 
pee will effect an administrative remedy with a resulting benefit to 
© trading community and credit to the efforts of the Legislature. 


REVIEWS. 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


Tre Bankruptcy Act, 1883, wirH NoTEs AND AN INTRODUCTOR 
CHAPTER, AND AN APPENDIX, CONTAINING THE OFFICIAL ORDER, 
CrrcuLars, AND Forms. By THomas Brett, Barrister-at-Law. 
Butterworths. 

Tue Bankruptcy Act, 1883, wirnh SHort NoTEs, Givine Cross- 
REFERENCES AND REFERENCES TO CORRESPONDING PROVISIONS OF 
THE OLD STATUTES; AN INTRODUCTION SHOWING THE CHANGES 
EFFECTED ; AN ANALYSIS OF THE ACT; AND A FULL INDEX. By 
GrorcE G. Gray, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 

THE STuDENT’s GUIDE TO THE LAW AND PRACTICE UNDER THE 


As mi at have beens ipenat, Ses es Se, Act has become 
a fruitful topic for comment, and the number of works upon the 
Fm pH published or announced as in preparation is very con- 
siderable. 

Mr. Thomas Brett’s book, the first of the works mentioned above, 
fully sustains the reputation which its author has attained as a 
commentator, and will be found valuable itioners in 
facilitating the process of acquiring a 
the Act and marking the changes effected thereby. Care seems to 
have been taken in the introductory chapter, and in the 
the various sections, to point out the alterations 
special feature of the book is the careful references 
upon corresponding provisions of former Acts. 
work reflects t credit on the research and discrimination 
author, The book is WF ry the most complete 
new Act yet published. When it comes to a 
we may sug that the author should 
which are either incomplete or open to question. 
refer to two instances which have occurred to us on a 
work. In a note to section 16, sub-section 2, ee 
ment of affairs to be furnished by a debtor, whether 
of the debtor or of a creditor, he states that, ‘‘ in 
must be submitted to the official 
latter within seven days, from the the 

t an extension of time.” It would appear 


creditor’s petition; but this is not 80, 
being, ‘‘ But the court may, in either case, for special 
85 
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the time.” On section 26, also, he states that the ‘ 
sponds substantially with section 85 of 
and points out some alterations therefrom ; but he omits to 
appears to us to be the most important alteration of 
regard to the limitation of time, which, in the Act of 1869, 
exceeding three months from the date of the order of adj 
the words in italics being omitted from the new section. 
Mr. Gray’s work is not of so elaborate a character 
Brett. In the preface + he BE opel es attem: 
pound the provisions 0: being 0 ini 
promise between this introductory work and the exhausti 
in preparation, would be unsatisfactory; and a 
, until general rules are framed, be i 
therefore, must be taken as only preliminary 
treatise on the law of bankru after the 
The introductory chapter di 
in the law effected by the Act, and also 
criticisms upon the imperfect or inaccurate 
sections. the chief feature of the consists of 
ot Cae om a» a sort of tabulated 
ividing and setting out the provisions section 
‘‘ different types, spacing, toaciute, » 
lines, additional.and different kinds of 
sentences,” &c., so as to enable the reader more 
effect than he might be able to do bya 
This, the author informs us, is “a 
habit, for his own reference, of 
having found of considerable 
others. The Index to the Act contained at the 
is to be commended. 
Ets, Seaiin week. te weltien Sue les seabuete, nd eens 
introductory ter epitomizing 
followed by a ne a: questions 
beameag ypc deel ng — most students 
pass the examinations Incorporated i 
appendices giving a table of the times required or limited 
for different i “a table showing nature of 
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necessary in particular cases,” and the sections of the Act 












84 


_ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Dec. 1, 1883, — 








with in the questions. The class for whose use the work is 
intended will find it useful as an introduction to the provisions of the 


: 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS BY MARRIED WOMEN. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I should be glad to know what is the understanding of the 
profession as to necessity for acknowledgment on transfer of mort- 
by executrix. 
- Wolstenholme and Messrs. Key and Elphinstone appear to be 
exactly opposed on this point. SUBSCRIBER, EssEx. 
Dunmow. 








THE NEW PRACTICE. 


SIGNATURE OF COUNSEL FOR FEES. 


As will be seen from the report elsewhere of Perks v. Gillott, Mr. 
Justice Chitty has held that the rule requiring the signature of 
counsel for fees is not retrospective. Since our last issue we have 
received a letter from an eminent Queen’s Counsel, who is good 
enough to remark that we ought not to be ignorant that ‘‘ Queen’s 
Counsel and serjeants have always had the privilege (?) of sign- 
ing with their initials only, not merely in the case of fees, Put 

ir indorsements on briefs, draft opinions, and all other documents 
except opinions and awards, which they had to sign as such, the 
reason generally given being that they were supposed to be sufficiently 
well known for their initials to be recognized by the masters, regis- 
trars, taxing officers, &c., who, of course, could not be supposed to 
have a similar acquaintance with the handwriting of the whole bar. 
The Lord Chief Justice in the decision referred to has merely given 
effect to an immemorial rule of practice.” Our learned correspondent 
is, of course, perfectly correct in his statement, and he seems to have 
overlooked the fact that the practice he details was expressly stated 
to be customary in our report of the case. But the matter we were 

i ing was not the former practice, but the practice which ought 
to under the new rule. The master had refused to receive 
the imitials of a Queen’s Counsel; considering that under the new 
rule all counsel should be treated alike; the court in effect restored 
the old custom, which might have had some foundation when Queen’s 

were few in number, but which, now that they number 
— about two hundred, seems to us to have very little ground 
reason. 





JUDGES’ NOTES. 


Own Wednesday last, on a case in the new trial paper being called on, 
being a motion for a new trial under the new rules, it appeared that 
the copy of the judge’s notes had not been prepared. On inquiry, it 
was found that the party moving had applied to the judge’s clerk for 
a copy of the notes, and paid the fee on the preceding Thursday, but 
that the clerk had not prepared it. Mr. Justice Day, upon this, made 
the follo statement as to the practice on such motions: “It 
peer that in this case neither the party moving nor the judge’s 

Under the former practice the clerk had no right 
to issue the notes until a rule nisi had been granted. The present 
case being a motion under the new rules, no rule nisi of course had 
been granted, and, therefore, the clerk refused to issue the copy asked 
. He was quite right in doing this, for he must in no case issue the 
i tt the order of the court, but it would have been better if 
prepared the copy. It seems to me that the proper practice is 
as soon as the party moving has served notice of motion, he 

the clerk of this, ask to have the notes copied, and pay 
fee ; that upon this the clerk should at once prepare a copy 
te that it may be ready if the court should require it on the 
ing of the motion, but the clerk should not issue the copy in any 
other manner.” 
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NOTICE TO ADMIT FACTS, 

ATrenTiox should be drawn to a decision of Mr. Justice Field at 
chambers in a case of Crawford vy. Chester, reported eelow, male 
to admit under ord. 32, r.4, was given before a stdtément of 

Wave. The master strack it ont on the ground 
that it was premature and embarrassing. Mr. Justice Ficld pointed 
out that there was no power to do so; the remedy intended by the 
rules is that the notice should be left unanswered. If the refusal to 
admit is reasonable, the party refusing will suffer nothing from 
having the notice served on him. 








Practice—Non-aPPEARANCE oF REsPONDENT—MorTION—AFFIDAVIT OF Sxp. 
vicE—TimeE ror Propuction—Orp. 38, r. 19.—In acase of Jones v. Bartholy. 
mew, before Pearson, J., on the 26th ult., the question whether an affidavit of 
the service of a notice of motion, upon the hearing of which the respond. 
ent did not appear, had been made and filed in due time again arose. The 
motion had been made on the 21st ult., the respondent did not appear, 
and the order was made subject to the production of an affidavit of 
service of the notice of motion. The affidavit was not made until the 
22nd ult., and the registrar declined to draw up the ordcr without the 
direction of the court. An application was made on behalf of the moving 
party that the affidavit might be received as sufficient. Reference wag 
made to the recent case of Seear v. Webb (ante, pp. 48, 49), before the Court of 
Appeal, and to rule 19 of order 38, which was not referred to on that occa. 
sion. That rule provides that, ‘‘ except by leave of the court or a judge, 
no order made ex parte in court founded on any affidavit shall be of an 
force unless the affidavit on which the application was made was actual 
made before the order was applied for, and produced or filed at the time 
of making the motion.’’ Pxrarson, J., allowed the affidavit to be received 
as sufficient, but expressed his intention of hereafter adhering strictly to 
the old chancery practice, and requirmg that the affidavit of service 
should be made and filed before four o’clock on the day on which t 
order was applied for. During the poreees sittings, however, in order tha 
the practice might become thoroughly known, he would allow twenty-fo 
hours’ grace, and if the affidavit of service was filed before four o’clock on 
the day after the motion was made, the registrar might draw up the 
order without any reference to the court. But after the Christmas Vaca- 
tion he should enforce the old chancery practice strictly. There was no 
reason why a party should not be prepared with an affidavit of service 
when he made his motion.—So.icrror, A. S. Ramskill. 





R. S. C., 1883, orp. 65, nr. 19, 51, 52—Sienarvure or Covnser—Rvues 
not Rerrospective.—In the case of Perks v. Gillott, before Chitty, J., on 
the 24th ult., a question arose whether R. S. C., 1883, ord. 65, r. 52, which 
provides that no fee to counsel shall be allowed on taxation unless 
vouched by his signature, was retrospective, It appeared that the 
taxing master, in pursuance of this rule, had disallowed the fees of 
counsel on briefs delivered in an action commenced under the old practice, 
because such briefs bore the signature, not of the counsel, but of his clerk. 
It was submitted that the rule was not retrospective; that if it were so, 
signature by a counsel’s clerk was as valid a signature within the meaning 
of the rule as signature by the counsel himself, otherwise signature by a 
counsel’s clerk was the only act which the law forbade to be performed by 
an authorized agent; and, in the next place, as the fee was already paid, 
if the taxing master declined to allow it he was contravening the order of 
the court, which directed that the party was entitled to costs, whilst the 
party who had paid the fee was rendered powerless, as there were no 
means by which he could compel the counsel himself to sign, or to return 
the fee. Currry, J., said that the question was one of right, and not of 
mere procedure. There were several indications in the rules that they 
were not all retrospective. For instance, the rules commenced with a 
statement that they were to apply, ‘‘ so far as practicable,’’ to pending 
proceedings. Again, ord. 65, r. 19, providing for the payment of 30s. 
instead of two guineas to persons served with a petition who are not to 
appear, and ord. 65, r. 51, reducing the fees to be paid to barristers’ 
clerks, were clearly not retrospective. The rule in question was not, in 
his opinion, retrospective, and to decide otherwise would be to deprive 
the parties interested of their right to be paid their costs out of the fund 
—that was to say, such would be the consequence if the counsel, having 
received the money, declined himself to sign. A like difficulty would 
arise in cases where counsel before signing had gone abroad, or were 
unwell, or had died. However, in deciding that the rule was not retro- 
spective he was in no way to be considered as putting any construction 
upon it as applicable to cases after the rule came into operation. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS, 
QUEEN’s Bencu Divisron. 
(Before Frexp, J.)* 
Nov. 22.—Smith v. Reed and others. 
Interrogatories—Security for costs of—Ord, 31, rr. 25, 26, 27. 


Where interrogatories are delivered to more than one defendant in 
an action, the prescribed deposit is to be made in respect of each set of 
interrogatories. 


This was a summons by Armitage, one of the defendants, to strike out 
interrogatories delivered to him by the plaintiff, on the ground that ord. 31, 
r, 26, had not been complied with. 

The action was brought to recover damages for alleged fraud on the 
art of the seven defendants as directors and secretary of the Milford 
Jocks Company. ‘The defendants had appeared and were represented by 

different solicitors. The plaintiff had, without leave his being an action 
for fraud), delivered interrogatories to each of the seven defendants ; but he 
had only paid into court as security, under ord. 31, r. 26, a sum of £10. 

F. O. Crump, for the defendant Armitage.--The question is whether a 
plaintiff is not bound to give security in respect of each set of interroga- 
tories where there are several defendants. ‘The plaintiff has paid into court 
only in respect of one set of interrogatories, the £10 being made up by an 
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* Reported by A. H. Brrrrxston, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 







































This’ 
the ma 
The : 
the pla 
The sta 
rence ¥ 
wW.t 
defend 
and as 


were & 


Ash 
Fre 


Sol 














ty-four 
lock on 
up the 
| Vaca. 
Was no 
service 










3 Dec. 1, 1883. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 












—— 


—— * 
onal £5 for extrafolios. He has served the receipt for £10 upon each 
of the defendants. 


Masterman, for the plaintiff.—There is only one action, although there 
gre seven defendants. The object of giving security for the cost of 
interrogatories is to show bona fides ; and the deposit of £10 sufficiently 

that. ‘The fact that the defendants have chosen to sever in their 
defence ought not to make the plaintiff liable to pay the larger sum into 


frei, J.—The object of this rule was to prevent the exhibition of 
useless interrogatories. But it orders a particular thing to be done 
for the purpose of carrying out that object. I think the plaintiff has 
not in the present case complied with its provisions. I must order him 
to make the prescribed deposit in respect of each set of interrogatories 
that he delivers. 

Order, that ps egw be struck out, unless deposit made within. 
four days. Costs in the cause. 5 
' Solicitors for the _ G. 8. & H. Brandon. 
| Solicitors for the defendant Armitage, Speechly, Mumford, § Landon. 


Nov. 22.—Jones v. London Road Car Company. 
Interrogatories, leave to deliver—Ord. 31, r. 1. 


This was a summons for leave to deliver interrogatories, on appeal from 

the master’s refusal to make an order. 

The action was brought for damages for personal injuries sustained by 
the plaintiff through being thrown off a car belonging to the defendants, 
The statement of defence had been delivered, and alleged that the occur- 
rence was an unavoidable accident. 

W. P. G. Boxall, for the plaintiff.—Leave is asked to interrogate the 
defendants as to the circumstances under which the accident occurred, 
and as to any verbal reports made to the defendants by their servants. 
The master only refused leave because he thought that interrogatories 
were always unnecessary in this class of action. 

Ashton Cross, for the defendants. 

Fretp, J., gave leave to interrogate as asked. 

Order for leave to deliver interrogatories. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Borali § Borall. 

Solicitor for the defendants, Henry For. 





Nov. 22.—Smith and another v. Bell and others. 
District registry, remitting action . 85, rr. 18, 14. 

This was a summons to remit an action toa district registry, referred by 
the master to the judge. 

The action was brought against thirty-two defendants for contribution 
in respect of a judgment debt. The writ was issued in a district registry, and 
was not specially indorsed under ord. 3, r. 6. 

All the defendants resided within the district. One of the defendants, 
who had appeared, had given notice that he desired the action to be re- 
moved to London. 

The question argued was whether, under the above circumstances, the 
last words of rule 14, order 35, gave the judge power to order that the action 
should proceed in the district registry. 

Fre.tp, J.—The balance of convenience isin favour of ordering that this 
action should proceed in the district registry ; and I hold that I have power 
so to order. 

Order that action be remitted to district registry. 





Nov. 27.— Walker v. Crabtree. 
District registry, remitting action to—Ord. 35, rr. 13, 14. 


This was a summons on appeal from a master’s refusal to order that the 
action should proceed in a district registry. The action was brought 
against the manager of an incorporated building society for inducing 
the plaintiff to become a member by falsely representing that the com- 
pany was successful. 

The writ was not specially indorsed under ord. 3, r. 6, and was issued 
in the district registry of Leeds. The defendant had a there, and 
a statement of claim had been delivered to him; and he had then given 
notice that he desired the action to be removed to London. 

Channell, for the plaintiff.—There is good cause here for proceeding in 
the district registry. Local counsel have already been instructed. If the 
case proceeds in London there will be all the additional mse of agency 
costs. The parties reside in the district. The company in question is in 
liquidation, and the liquidation proceedings are going on in the district ; 
all the books would have to be brought up to London for inspection. 

Cyril Dodd, for the defendant. 

Fretp, J.—Ord. 5, r.1, has, for good reasons of convenience and 
economy, given a plaintiff the right of instituting proceedings in a 
district registry, and order 35 points out inrule 5 what the proceedings are 
which are to be taken there unless reasons to the con exist. This is 
the plaintiff's right. Then rule 13 gives the defendant, as of right, the 
power to remove the cause from the registry in an event which exists in 
the present case, and this is the defendant’s right. Then rule 14 makes 
this right subject to the discretion of the court or judge, who may order 
the cause to proceed in the district registry for good cause shown. The 
rule points out two events specifically, and then proceeds to say that it 
ma done for other good cause, Mr. Channell says that the retaining 
of local counsel is such good cause; but I think not. He then says that 
additional expense will be meurred by proceeding in London ; but he has 
not satisfied me that there would be any such excess of expense as to 


justify me in the defendant of a right which the rules intend 
to give him. ith regard to the liquidation Mr. Dodd 
admits that the company has not been su m_ liquidation ; 


‘ groun 
and there are no sufficient grounds here for ordering that the action should 
proceed in the district registry. 

No order. 
Solicitors for the plaintiff, Smith ¢ Wilmot, agents for Ford ¢ Warren, 


8. 
Solicitors for the defendant, Speechly § Mumford, agents for Rooke ¢ 
Midgley, Leeds. 





Nov. 27.—De Leon v. Hubbard and others. 


Affidavits taken out of her Majesty’s dominions, where no consul 
or vice-consul—Ord. 38, r. 6—21 & 22 Vict. c. 95, s. 31—36 & 37 
Vict. c. 66, s. 76. 


This was an er parte ea on appeal from, the refusal of Master 
Jenkins to allow affidavits that had been sworn before a notary in the 
United States, tobe filed. The signature of the notary was verified by 
the Secretary of State, and the signature of the Secretary of State was 
verified by the British consul. Master Jenkins had made the following 
note with reference to the case:—‘‘It is desirable that the following 
should be submitted to a judge at chambers for his decision, on refusal to 
file affidavits accompanying. Before the ion of the courts 
there was no provision, by statute or rule, for the taking of affidavits in 
foreign parts not under her majesty’s dominion if there were no consul 
or vice-consut at the place. This want was supplied for the Court of 
Probate by the Probate Court Act (21 & 22 Vict. c. 95), s. 31, which 
authori! affidavits to be taken before ‘any foreign local i 
or other person having authority to administeran oath.’ The Judicature 
Act, 1873, s. 76, enacts that all Acts of Parliament relating to the ‘ several 
courts whose jurisdiction is thereby transferred’ (the Court of Probate 
being one). ‘ shall be construed and take effect as if the _ Court of 
Justice (or Court of A 1) and the judges thereof respectively had been 
named therein in of such courts or judges whose jurisdiction is 
thereby transferred.’ It was the practice after the Judicature Act, until 
the new Rules of 1883, to treat the above provision in the Probate Act as 
applicable to the High Court, asif the High Court had been named in the 
Act instead of the Probate Court, and a great number of affidavits taken 
in foreign parts, not under the dominion of her Majesty, where there was 
no consul or vice-consul, have been filed, which were sworn before a notary 
or other person (not being a consul or vice-consul) authorized to administer 
oaths in such foreign place. Ord. 38, r. 6, of the Rules of 1883 is in effect 
the same asthe previously existing provisions as to affidavits in foreign 
parts not under the dominion of her Majesty, except that it does not 
repeat, or notice, the above provision in the Probate Act, and doubts 
consequently arise—(1) whether the department was right in treating the 
above provisions in the Probate Act as applicable after the Judicature 
Act, 1873, to affidavits in the High pac aoa: (2) if so, whether 
these provisions can still be treated as applying tc affidavits in the High 
Court, notwithstanding their not being repeated or noticed in rule 6 of 
“— 38 of the Rules at 1883.”” urged that ey 

n support of the ication, it was 
echo. in sunevaied the affidavits, and it was diedirable it, if possible, 
that expense should not be thrown away. 

Fie.p, J.—I should have been very glad to have ordered these affidavits 
to have been filed, but I am afraid that I have no power to do so. The 
utmost I could do would be to hold that, by section 76 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873, the provisions of the Probate Court Act are icable to all the 


divisions of the High Court; but I - ole how = may 5 Vise I 
have had an opportunity of hearing the point argued. jis case, however, 
does not appear to come within the of the Probate Act. It is not 


stated here that these affidavits were taken before “‘any foreign local 
magistrate or other person having authority to administer an oath.” If 
the language of rule 6 of order 38 had been more extensive, I might have 
made the order; but, in its present form, I cannot do so, 

No order. 

Solicitors for the applicant, Renshaws. 





Nov. 27.—Burr v. Hubbard. 


Interrogatories, security for costs of —Power to dispense with security 
—Ord, 31, rr. 25, 26, 
This was a summons for leave to deliver interrogatories without giving 


4 for costs. 
action was brought for personal injuries sustained by the tiff 
chain while hops 


through being struck on the head by a 
at the defendant’s warehouse. 

The affidavit stated that the defendant disclaimed responsibility for the 
occurrence, on the ground that the men who were the crane at the 
time were not in his emplo t, and that he referred the plaintiff to one 
Mathews, who refe: him back to the defendant. It was, therefore, 
desired to interrogate the defendant as to this. 

The affidavit further stated that, in con of the injuries he had 
sustained, the plaintiff had been unable to follow any em it; that 
he had a wife and two young children dependen' ; 


t uw him 
and that, by reason of his be Wen Unable to dapedts the 
£5 pursuan to the Rules of Gow . =e 
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Fretp, J., gave leave to administer interrogatories without making any 


° eet nd 


Solicitors for the , Hr Borduran § Co. 
Solicitors for the defendant, Watson, Son, §¢ Co. 


Noy. 28.—Langley v. Sugden. 


Action tried before new rules—Judgment for less than £50 after— 
Costs—Ord. 65, r. 12. 


This was an application that the costs might be taxed as of an action in 
the High Court. 
The action came on for trial at Liverpool on August 7, but was 
referred, costs to be in the discretion of the arbitrator. The arbitrator 
made his award upon November 15, and the plaintiff subsequently signed 
judgment for £30 and costs. 
It was contended, on behalf of the plaintiff, that as all the proceedings 
in the action took place before October 24, ord. 65, r. 12, did not 
apply, and that he was entitled to full costs, although he had recovered 
less than £50. 
Fretp, J,—The right to costs depends on the judgment, and that 
was signed after the rules came into operation. Ord. 65, r.;12, applies 
to this case. 
No order. 





Nov. 28.—Craw/ford v. Chorley. 
Notice to admit facts—Power to set aside notice—Ord. 32, r. 4. 
There is no power to set aside a notice to admit facts. 


SRR 

This was an appeal by the plaintiff from an order of the master, setting 
aside a notice to admit facts as premature and embarrassing, on the ground 
that the statement of defence had not been delivered. 

The action was brought on a bill of costs, in respect of matters in which 
the plaintiff had acted as agent for the defendant. The plaintiff, with his 
statement of claim, had delivered a notice to admit facts. 

The Plaintiff in person.—This notice may, by the rule, be given at any 
time not later than nine days before trial. The object of the rule was to 
save expense, by enabling parties to apply under rule 6, at an early stage 
of the proceedings, for judgment upon admissions of fact. 

C. Anderson, for the defendant.—It was not intended that a notice to 
admit facts should be delivered with the statement of claim. I should 
have to put in my answer to this in six days—that is, four days before I 
am bound to deliver my defence. That would practically take away from 
me four days to which I am entitled for the purpose of considering what I 
shall admit. This notice may be quite unnecessary, as my defence may 
admit all these facts. The words ‘‘at any time” are not to be taken 
literally ; if so, this notice may be served with the writ. There is a 
gen er in the court to set aside any proceedings that are embarras- 
sing. For example, a notice of trial has been set aside. If the master’s 
order is reversed, I ask for further time to make my admissions, in order 
that I may first deliver my statement of defence. 

Fretp, J.—I cannot strike out proceedings unless there is express 

wer todo so. There is a specific power given by the rules to strike out 
interrogatories and pleadings; there is no power given to strike out a 
notice such as this. On the contrary, a remedy is provided by the rule, 

which makes such an application unnecessary—namely, that the notice 
can be left unanswered. If the refusal to admit is reasonable, the party 
50 gy Ng suffer nothing from the notice having been served upon 
him. I think, therefore, that there was no power to make this order. I 
shall not extend the time for making the admissions till after the defence 
is delivered. This power of calling upon the other side to admit facts is a 
useful power, and I am not going to restrict it unnecessarily by 
laying down that it is not to be exercised until after defence. 

A 1 allowed ; costs to be plaintiff's in any event. 

Solicitors, Plaintiff and Defendant in Person. 


“E. ©. ©." writes to the Times:—" In carrying out the requisitions of 
the Board of Trade as to the making up of all estate accounts by trustees 
in liquidation, and the paying in of unclaimed dividends under the pro- 
visions of the Bankruptcy Act, I find that, whereas out of the number of cases 
which, up to the present time, my clerks have been able to deal with, the 
unclaimed dividends amount to the sum of £26 3s, 6d,, there is remunerna- 
tion properly voted to me in reapect of these very estates by the committee 
of and the creditors amounting to the sum of £495 7s, 9d., 
which I am not able to take in consequence of there not being funds to 
meet it. A material portion of the money duly voted in appreciation of 
the work and labour done is for cash actually out of pocket, paid to m 
Clerks in respect of salaries, &c, Surely, if these wnclatined dividends 
are to go to a fund which will be ultimately absorbed by the Crown, the 
trustees themselves have a primary right to be paid the amounts to which 
hey are justly entitled in accordance with the Act of 1869, in case of non- 
distribution among the creditors. The foregoing is merely a specimen of 
some of the cases which will ultimately work out with the sume result, 
and of which there are a number in the office of my firm. I venture to 
ask you to insert this, as I consider it materially affects u large body of 
men, the majority of whom, although they are being vilified in every 

Way, are endeavouring to do their duty, and, I am sure, are 
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Company—Winpinc up--Votuntary Liquration—Svnsequent Com. 
PULSORY ORDER—COMMENCEMENT OF WINDING vup—ConTRIBUTORY—Ljgp 
B.—Companies Act, 1862, ss. 38, 84, 130.—In a case of In re The Tauring 
Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 27th ult., an important and 
novel question arose as to the date of the commencement of the windi 
up of a company, with reference to the liability of persons who had trans. 
ferred their shares to be placed on the B. list of contributories. The 
transfers in question were registered on the 24th of December, 1874, and 
at a later period on the same day the company passed a special resolution 
for a voluntary winding up. In 1877, a petition was presented for a com. 
pulsory winding-up order, and a compulsory order was made in March, 
1877. It was contended, on behalf of the creditors of the company, that 
the winding up must be taken to have commenced at the date of the 
resolution for the voluntary liquidation, and that, consequently, the share. 
holders in question, who had transferred their shares within a year before 
that date, were liable to be placed on the B. list. Bacon, V.C., however, 
held that the winding up must be deemed to have commenced at the date 
of the presentation of the petition, and, consequently, that the share. 
holders who had enntenel their shares were not liable to be placed: on 
the B. list. This decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Corroy, 
Linpizy, and Fry, L.JJ.), Corron, L.J., dissenting from the other 
members of the court. Corron, L.J., said that the question turned on the 
construction of section 38. What was ‘“‘the commencement of the 
winding up”? The Act did not contemplate that which had actually 
happened in the present case. It did speak of a supervision order being 
superseded by a compulsory order, but it did not contain any express pro- 
vision for superseding a voluntary winding up. Section 84 dealt with a 
winding up by the court, and made the commencement of the winding up 
date from the presentation of the petition. Section 130 referred only to 
a voluntary winding up, and there the passing of the resolution 
was to be the commencement of the winding up. A supervision order 
merely continued the voluntary winding up. There was nothing in 
the Act expressly applying to the present case. But section 146 enabled 
the court to adopt the proceedings in a voluntary winding up. And the 
argument was this. Suppose the B. list of contributories had been settied 
in the voluntary winding up, what would be the result? Thecourt would 
adopt it in the subsequent compulsory winding up. And, if so, why was 
a different liability to be inferred because the persons who were liable 
to be put on the list had not actually been put on before the compulsory 
winding-up order? In his lordship’s opinion, ‘‘ the commencement of the 
winding up ’? must mean the earliest period at which the winding up 
commenced, and, from the time of the passing of the resolution, the 
company was in the course of being wound up. In his lordship’s opinion 
there was only one winding up, though there were two processes by which 
it was to be carried out. It was said that the court had often acted on 


effect. The only case bearing on it was In re The United Service Company 
(L. R. 7 Eq. 76), which, so far as it went, supported his lordship’s view. 
He could not see the use of making the order which was made in that case, 
unless the winding up was to be carried back to the date of the voluntary 
resolution. Thomasv. The Patent Lionite Company ve R. 17 Ch. D. 250) did 
not decide the present case. There there was a continuing process of distress 
by a landlord, and there was nothing to show that the court held that 
the winding up commenced with the resolution. Linpiey, L.J., said 
that there were two modes of winding up a company which were sharply 
distinguished in the Act, a voluntary winding up and a compulsory odes 
A winding up under supervision was a m cation of a voluntary wind- 
ing up. e fact that the two modes of winding up were thus contrasted 
in the Act must be borne in mind in constru section 38. The Act 
contained no express provision as to the commencement of the 
winding up when a voluntary winding up was followed by a 
compulsory order, Section 182 did not in terms hit the case, 
Sections 145 and 146 showed that the Legislature must have contemplated 
a voluntary winding up being followed by a compulsory order, but there 
was no express provision as to the commencement of the winding up in 
such a case, His lordship thought at first the court might, under Bo. bon 
146, provide in the compulsory waning 50 for adopting the resolution for 
a voluntary ale a | up. But on consideration he thought that would be 
a strained construction of section 146, and that that section was intended 
to provide only for the adoption of proceedings subsequent to the resolu- 
tion. If ao, the court had no power to throw the compulsory winding up 
back behind the presentation of the petition, There was force in the 
argument that if the voluntary winding up had gone so far aa the settle- 
ment of the list of contributories, the court could, in the compulsory 
winding up, adopt that list; but still the question was, what was the true 
construction of the Act? The meaning of In re The United Service Com- 
pany, if his lordship understood it, was that the court would, by making 
a supervision order, retain, if it could, the benefit of the earlier date for 
commencement of the winding up. But it was never lecided that this 
could be done, Thomas v, The Patent Lionite Company did not apply; 
section 84 was not discussed there, Fry, L.J., said that the distinction 
between voluntary and compulsory winding up was so broadly drawn in 
the Act that the two could not be combined, It was said that difficulties 
would result from this construction, but his lordship thought they were 
leas than those which would result from the opposite construction, A 
voluntary winding up was the act of the shareholders; a compulsory 





po 
wishful to co-operate with the Board of Trade.” 


winding up was peed the act of creditors, Why were the creditors to 
derive a benefit from the existence of a voluntary winding up with which 
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the contrary view. No doubt it had, but there was no decision to that | 
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they had had nothing to do?—Sourcrrons, Ingle, Cooper, '$, Holmes ; 


. 





Rererence to ArsirraTion—Sray or Proceeprncs—Recerver—Com- 
wor Law Procepure Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vicr. c. 125), s. 11.—In the 
case of Compagnie du Sénégal v. Smith § Co., before Kay, J., on the 15th 
ult.,a question arose as to whether the court will refer an action to 
arbitration if a proper case be made by either party for the appemtment 
of a receiver. The defendants had contracted to build a vessel for the 
plaintiffs, the terms being that the price was to be paid by instalments 
pending the completion, that in the meantime the vessel and materials 
were to be the property of the plaintiffs, that in the event of the vessel 

ving unsatisfactory the plaintiffs might either retain her, with a 
reduction in the price to be settled by arbitration, or refuse her and have 
their instalments repaid to them with interest, and thatany dispute between 
the parties was to be settled by arbitration under the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act The vessel had been finished, but owing to Lloyds’ having 
refused her registration, the plaintiffs rejected her and declined to pay 
the balance of purchase-money still owing. Advarces had been made to 
the defendants by Messrs. Woods & Co., bankers, on the security of an 
assignment to them of the vessel, and they had taken possession of her. 
pap es the plaintiffs commenced an action, the defendants and Woods 
& Co. claiming a hen on the ship for the payments they had made, and now 
moved for the appointment of a receiver. The defendants moved to 
refer the whole matter under the arbitration clause. This was opposed by 
the plaintiffs on the ground that when a party to an action es outa 
case for a receiver the court will not send the ease to arbitration. Kay, J., 
however, held that, although it was proper to appoint a receiver, the case 
ought to be referred to arbitration under section 11 of the Common Law 
Procedure Act. The dicta cited from the cases of Willesford v. Watson 
(21 W. R. 350, L. R. 8 Ch. App. 473) and Law v. Garrett (26 W. R. 426, 
L. R. 8 Ch. D. 26), to the effect that if a case be made out for granting an 
injunction the court would probably refuse to send the matter to arbitra- 
tion,in his opinion amounted only to this, that if there be a present 
reason for an injunction, the court will not hand over to the arbitrator 
the decision of the question whether or not the injunction should be 
granted ; and moreover in the case of Plews v. Baker (L. R. 16 Eq. 564), a 
receiver had been appointed and at the same time a stay of proceedings 
pursuant to the Common Law Procedure Act; and in Gillett v. Thornton 
(23 W. R. 437, L. R. 19 Eq. 499), Hall, V.C., whilst granting a stay of 
proceedings, added that “‘should circumstances arise rendering the 
appointment of a receiver proper the court will be able to appoint one ”’ 
If this were not so, it might happen that if during the arbitration pro- 
ceedings it became necessary to appoint a receiver, another action would 
have to be brought for the purpose of so doing. Besides, the ge 


liberty to apply, which is always reserved on a stay 6f proceec means 

rat any timé, before, aswell as after the arbitrator’s award. 
And thé wording of section 11 of the Common Taw Procedure Act, which 
directs a stay of proceedings ‘‘on such terms as to costs and otherwise as 
to such court or judge may seem fit,’ and also that any such order 
may ‘‘at any time afterwards be discharged or varied as justicé may 
require,” clearly contemplates the jurisdiction of the court being kept 
pending over the parties to the action. His lordship therefore made the 
order for the appointment of a receiver, and at the same time granted a 
stay of all proceedings in the action, except for the purpose of giving 
effect to the order, with general liberty to apply.—Soxtcrrons, Shum, 
Crossman, § Prichard ; Field, Roscoe, § Co. 





Marntace Serriement—Covenant To settee ArTEn-AcaumneD Property 
—Oonstrucrion—EKetate Tatu.—In a case of Hilbers v. Parkinson, before 
Pearson, J., on the 20th ult., a question arose as to the construction of 
an agreement contained ina marriage settlement for the settlement of 
after-acquired property of the wife. By the settlement, executed in 1875, 
certain sums of money belonging to the wife were assigned to the 
trustees upon the truste declared by the settlement. And it waa thereby 
agreed and declared that, if the wife then was, or if, during the then 
intended coverture, she, or the husband in her right, at one and the same 
time, should, under the will of her father, become seised, or snaed of, 
or entitled to any real or personal property of the value of £300 and 
upwards, for any eatate or interest whatsoever, in possession, reversion, 
remainder, or expectancy, then, and in every such case, the husband and 
wife, and allother necessary partica should gonvey, assign, and assure the said 
real and personal property to, or otherwise cause the same to be veated in, 
the trustecs, upon tho trusts therein declared, The wife's father had 
died in December, 1874, having by his will devised real eatate to the wife 
and the heirs of her body, with remainders over, and having bequeathed to 
her a sum of £045 for her sole and separate use, but if she should die 
without leaving a husband or any issue her pty a then over, The 
question was whether either the estate tail or the £945 was bound by the 
agreement contained in the settlement, Pranson, J,, held that the agree- 
ment extended to neither. As to the £945, he held that it was not in- 
cluded, on the ground that the interest in it given by the will to the wife 
was not an absolute interest, And, as to the estate tail, he held that the 
agreement must be construed as meaning that the wife was to convey the 
property for such estate and interest as she had in it, and was able to 
convey, She could not convey an estate tail, and she could not be com- 
pelled to execute a disentailing deed, Nor could she be called upon to 
convey the property absolutely, so that the trutees might be able to enrol 
the conveyance as a disentailing deed and thus acquire the fee, for that 
would be a conveyance of an interest in the property of which she was not 
possessed.—Soxicrrons, W. 2. A. Kime; G, A. Hall, © 








Soricrror—Costs—Taxation—CommMon OpDER—AGREEMENT WITH. 
—Dispurs as To Revation or Sonicrror anp Cirent—Sontcrrors’ 
RaTIon Act, 1881, s. 8.—In ‘a case of In re Inderwick, before the Court’ 
of Appeal on the 22nd ult., a question arose as to the effect of section 8 
of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act of 1881. Section 8 of that Act pro- 
vides (sub-section 1) :—‘‘ With respect to any business to which th - 
going provisions of this Act relate, whether any general order 
this Act isin operation or not, it shall be com t for a solicitor to 
make an ment with his client, and for a client to make an agree- 
ment with his solicitor, before or after, or in the course of the trans- 
action of any such business, for the remuneration of the solicitor, to such 
— and in such mine as the solicrtor and the client think fit, 
either by a gross sum, or by commission, or tage, or by salary 
or otherwise ; and it shall be competent for the solicitor to seceps from 
the client, and for the client to give to the solicitor, remuneration accord- 
ingly.’”” (4) ‘‘The —— may be sued and recovered on or impeached 
and set aside in the like manner and on the like grounds as an agree- 
ment not relating to the remuneration of a solicitor; and if, under any 
order for taxation of costs, such agreement being relied upon by the 
solicitor shall be objected to by the client as unfair or unreasonable, the 
taxing master or officer of the court may inquire into the facts, and certify 
the same to the court; and if, upon such certificate, it shall appear to the 
court or judge that just cause has been shown, either for cancelling the 
agreement, or for reducing the amount payable under the same, the court 
or judge shall have power to order such cancellation or reduction, and 
to give all such directions necessary or proper for the purpose of carrying 
such order into effect, or otherwise consequential thereon, as to the court 
or judge may seem fit.” In the present case the common ex parte order 
had been obtained by a Mr. Brewis for the delivery and taxation of a bill 
of costs of a solicitor who had, as the applicant alleged, acted as the 
solicitor of a mo in a transaction in which the applicant was 
mortgagor, and had deducted £100 from the loan. The solicitor applied 
to the court to discharge the order, on the ground that the relation of 
solicitor and client had never existed between him and the applicant; 
that he was not the mortgagee’s solicitor; and that the £100 deducted was 
part of an agreed commission of £105 for the obtaining of the loan. 
Chitty, J., refused to discharge the order, but his decision was reversed 
by the Court of Appeal (Corron, Linpuey, and Fry, L.JJ.). It was con- 
tended that the practice as to ex parte orders for taxation had been altered 
by the above provisions of the Act of 1881, and that the power of the 
taxing master had been enlarged. The court, however, held that the 
practice had not been altered, but that the common order for taxation 
could not be maintained where there was a special it for the 
payment of alump sum. There was a controversy as to whether the rela- 
tion of solicitor and client had existed, although if that relation was 
admitted to have existed, the fact that there was a special agreement 
might not prevent the making of the common order.—Soticrrors, W. A. 
Greene ; Woodroffe, Burgess, § Lock, 


ale 


; 





Desrroyep Witt—Destrvuction ny Execurrtx—Prorate on Motrron— 
Consent or Next or Kix.—Onthe 27th ult., In the Goods of Repelius, 
before Hannen, P., probate of a will which had been inadvertently de- 
stroyed by an executrix was decreed upon motion. The testatrix was 
a Dutch lady resident in England. She died in June, 1883, having duly 
executed a will in June, 1882, of which she appointed Mrs. Allan and 
Mrs. Maasdyk executrixes. Both these ladies were widows, Mrs. rar ag ta 
being a native of Holland. The will was written out for the testatrix by 
Mrs. Maasdyk, who was o neighbour and intimate friend, and was 
attested by another neighbour and a servant, who both proved the execu- 
tion and attestation. By the will trinkets and four foreign bonds and 
railway shares were given to the two executrixes, and there were other 
small specific legacies, subject to which the residuary estate (amountin 
to about £800) was ry ed to Mrs. Gehle, the widow of a 
brother of the testatrix. A copy of the will was made on the day of the 
funeral by Mrs. Maasdyk’s niece, Miss Roberteon, and afterbeing carefully 
compared with the orginal was sent by her to Mrs. Gehle. The two 
executrixes took upon themselves the administration of the estate without 
proving the will, which remained in Mrs. Manasdyk’s possession until 
July, 1883, when, being about to go to Holland, she destroyed it. She 
explained this by saying that she was a native of Holland and was in 
ignorance of the law of England as to probate, and she thought that 
there waa no necessity for keeping it as the estate had been duly adminia- 
tered It alao appeared that the teatatrix had been in indigent circum. 
stances until about four years ago, and that both Mra, A and Mra, 
Maasdyk had made her a small weekly allowance. The next of kin were 
three of Mra, Gohle's children and three children of a deceased slater, and 
were all sui juris, They all assented to the motion ¢ a daughter of 
Mra, Gehle who was in Australia, It was submitted that the circumstances 
were auch as to juatify the court in a of the copy will on 
motion without requiring the executrixes propound it, Hannan, P., 
acceded to this view, andallowed probate to go of the contents of the 
will as contained in the copy made by Miss Robertson, —Soxrcrron, 
T. W. Rossiter, 

[Compare Re Harber, L, R, 1 P, & D, 267; Moore v, Whitehouse, 34 
L, J. P, & M, 31, and Re Body, Ibid, 55.) 





Denror ann Creprron—Parrncrpat anp Svuretry—Contt vine GuARANTRER 
—Currenr Banxrse Account—Deatu or SuRETY—AcCOUNT cLOaRED— 
Appropriation or Payments.—In a case of Re Sherr, London and County 
Bank vy. Terry, before Bacon, V.C., on the 23rd and 24th ult., a question 
arose as to the liability of the representatives of a deceased surety under 
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the ene 1863 and 1875, John Sherry guaranteed 
to the plaintiffs the current account of Edward Terry, to the amount 
altogether of £550. The guarantees were continuing guarantees in 
common form, and it was itted that. they determined. on Sherry’s 
death, which occurred in 1880. Shortly after his death, the bank closed 
Ege ty old account, on which he owed them £677, and opened a new one, 
to ich Terry paid in considerable sums before his insolvency in 1881, 
when his new account was overdrawn to the extent of £138, and he owed 
the piaintiffs, including interest, £826 in all. The bank now claimed to 
enforce the guarantees in respect of the old account, on the ground that 
payments made since Sherry’s death had been appropriated to Terry’s 
new account. Sherry’s representatives resisted this claim, and insisted 
that there was really only one account, that a new account could not be 

ed to their prejudice without their consent, and that their liability 
had been satisfied by the sums paid in to the so-called new account, under 
the rule in Clayton’s case (1 Mer. 572). Bacon, V.C., said there was only 
one account. If the plaintiffs had given notice to Sherry’s representatives 
of the close of the account, they would then have been liable on the 
guarantees; but they might have recovered against Terry, who was not 
then insolvent. The plaintiffs could not alter the contract to the prejudice 
of the surety in that way. There had been no appropriation, the rule in 
Clayton’s case applied, and the liability under the guarantees had been 
satisfied.—Soricrrors, Prior, Bigg, Church, & Adams, for Emmerson & Cotteww, 
Sandwich ; Adam Rivers Steele, for J. Minter, Folkestone. 





Wri1—Consrrvuction—“‘ Herrs’’—Devisz AnD Bequest oF REAL AND 
PgrsonaL Estate TOGETHER.—In a case of Keay v. Boulton, before Pearson, 
J., on the 27th ult., a question arose as to the construction of the word 
** heirs” in a will. A testator, by a will made in 1845, gave to his wife all 
the property of which he might die possessed, real or personal, upon trust 
to use and enjoy all such parts thereof as should yield income during her 
life. And after her death he requested that the whole of his property 
should be as equally divided as possible among all his children, or such of 
them as might be then surviving, or their heirs. The testator had five 
children. He died in 1866, leaving all the five surviving him. The widow 
died in 1882. Two of the children (daughters) died in her lifetime, each 
of them leaving children her surviving. On the death of the widow two 

uestions arose—(1) whether the testator’s property was divisible among 

e three surviving children in equal shares, or whether the property was 
to be divided into five shares, each surviving child taking one share, and 
the “ heirs” (whatever that might mean) of each deceased daughter taking 
respectively one share. Pxrarson, J., decided in favour of the latter con- 
struction. The other question was whether the word ‘“‘heirs’’ was to be 
construed strictly, so that the heir-at-law of each daughter would take the 
whole of the fifth share, whether it consisted of realty or personalty, or 
whether the word ‘“‘ heirs ’’ had a double meaning, and was to be.construed 
reddendo singula singulis, so that the heir would take the realty and the next 
of kin the personalty. Pranson, J., adopted the latter construction. He 
said that no doubt the word “‘heir’’ had a technical meaning—i.e., the 
heir-at-law of real estate, and, if there was nothing in the will to show a 
contrary intention, the heir-at-law of each daughter must take as a persona 
designata. The question was whether, according to the authorities (for he 
thought that the case was to be decided by authority only), the word 
‘* heirs ’’ in such a case as the present was to be restricted to its technical 
meaning, or whether it was not to be read in the double meaning. After 
reviewing the earlier authorities, which showed, his lordship said, that the 
next of kin might not be improperly spoken of as heirs of personalty, and 
that the word would be so construed in relation to personal estate, he said 
that Wingfield v. Wingfield (L. R. 9 Ch. D. 658) was, in his opinion, hardly 
distinguishable from the present case. There Hall, V.C., came tothe con- 
clusion that the word ‘“‘ heir’’ had two meanings—heir-at-law in relation 
to real estate, and next of kin in relation to personalty. He thought that 
Smith v. Butcher (lL. R. 10 Ch. D. 113), in which Jessel, M.R., gave to the 
word “‘heir’’ its technical meaning, was distinguishable. In that case 
there was a gift to tenants for life in equal shares, and then a gift in 
remainder, on the decease of either of them, of his or her share of the 
principal ‘‘ to his or her lawful heir or heirs.’’ In the present case there 
was a gift in the first instance to all the testator’s children, and the heirs 
were to take, not by way of remainder, but, in a certain sense, by way of 
substitution. The gift to them was an independent gift; they took in 
place and instead of the children who had died. This, his lordship 
thought, justified him in giving to the word “‘ heirs’’ a meaning different 
from that which was given to it in Butcher v. Smith, for it showed an in- 
tention that the persons who were to take in the place of the deceased 
children were to take in exactly the same way as if those children had died 
intestate—i.¢., that the heir-at-law was to take the realty and the next of 
kin the personalty.—Soxicrrons, Paterson, Snow, Bloxam, § Kinder. 





Witt—Constrverion—Remorenrss—TimE FOR ASCERTAINING CLAss— 
‘Tuyen tivinc.’’—In a case of In re Aste’s Trusts, before Pearson, J., on 
the 19th ult., a question arose as to remoteness. A testator bequeathed 
the residue of his estate to trustees, upon trust to permit his wife to 
receive the income during her life ; and, from and after her decease, upon 
trust to permit his daughter, C., to receive the income during her life ; 
and, from and after the decease of the daughter, upon trust to sell and 
convert the property into money, and to divide the same equally between 
all the children of the daughter, share and share alike, or, in case there 
should be only one such child, then in trust for such only child, at his or 
their age or respective ages of twenty-one years; and, in case there should 
be no child of the daughter, or, being such, all of them should die under 
he age of twenty-one years, then upon trust to divide the same equally 


between all the testator’s nephews and nieces who should be then livin cs 
and the children of such of them as might be dead, at the like age, such 
children to take only the shares of their respective parents. The testator 
died in August, 1842; the widow died in October, 1881; the daughter 
died at the age of fourteen months, in September, 1842. Pranson, Jy 
held that the gift to the nephews and nieces, in case there should be no 
child of the daughter, was a gift distinct from and alternative to the gift 
in case the children of the daughter should all die under twenty-one, and 
was, therefore, not open to objection because of remoteness, inasmuch ag 
it must take effect within the lives of the widow and daughter and the 
period of twenty-one years afterwards. And his lordship held that the 
words ‘‘ then living’’ meant living at the period of sale and distribution, 
and that, therefore, nephews and nieces born after the death of the 
daughter, and before the death of the widow, were entitled to share in the 
gift.—Soxrcrrors, 1. C. Cronin; Cree § Son. 





Witt—Consrrvuction—Extent or Girt—Berauest or Hovse—SraBurs 
occurIeED witH Hovsz.—In a case of Mocatta v. Mocatta, before Pearson, 
J., on the 19th ult., the question arose whether a bequest of a house in- 
cluded some stables which were occupied by the testator with the house, 
but were not immediately contiguous to it. The testator bequeathed to 
his wife a leasehold house, No. 32, Princes-gate. He lived in the house 
and occupied with it some stables called 3, Princes-mews. * The stables 
did not immediately adjoin the house, and were held under a distinct 
lease from that under which the house was held, but both leases were 
granted on the same day by the same lessor to the same lessee, and they 
were both assigned to the testator by one deed. He had also mortgaged 
them together to the trustees of his marriage settlement, to secure the 
repayment of money advanced by them to him to enable him to make the 
purchase of the property. Pxranrson, J., held that the stables passed under 
the bequest of the house, and said that in coming to this conclusion he 
was fortified by the decision of Kindersley, V.C., in Hibon v. Hibon (11 
W.R. 455).—Souicrrorns, Lousada § Emanuel ; Freshfields & Williams. 





Practice—Action To ExEcUTE Trusts or SsrrLement—Jornt Liantiity 
or TrustErs—Inqumy as To Conrrinution.—In the case of Sawyer v. 
Sawyer, before Chitty, J., on the 19th ult., in an action for the execution 
of the trusts of a settlement, and for the establishment of a breach of 
trust against the two trustees of the settlement, judgment having been 
given that they should make good the breach of trust, an application was 
made on behalf of one of the trustees for an inquiry in what proportion 
the trustees should contribute to the sum found due. Butler v. Butler (28 
W. R. 825, L. R. 14 Ch. D. 329) was referred to in support of the application. 
Currry, J., said that it was contrary to the usual practice to allow such 
an inquiry, and declined to follow the case cited. To take the certificate 
of the chief clerk, rendered for the purposes of administering a trust 
estate, as the material upon which to decide the relative liabilities of the 
trustees as between themselves, could not be said to be regular, and the 
present action could not be said to be directed to deciding such a ques- 
tion.—Soricrrors, Courtenay, Croome, § Son, for Beale § Martin, Reading; 
Soames, Edwards, § Jones, for T. W. T. Cooke, Wokingham; Hores ¢ 
Pattison. 





TRADE-MARK—RECTIFICATION OF REGISTER—PROPRIETOR NOT ENGAGED 
tx BusINEss CONNECTED WITH Goops IN SAME Class as GooDs WITH 
Respect To wHich Mark 1s ReGistErED—Exprrep Parent— REVISED 
Rvuizes unpER TrapE-Mark Acts, r. 33.—In a case of In re Ralph's 
Trate-Mark, before Pearson, J., on the 17th ult.,/a question arose 
as to the rectification of the register of trade-marks. An appli- 
cation was made by Messrs. Taylor & Wilson that the register 
might be rectified by removing therefrom the trade-mark ‘‘The Home 
Washer,”’ registered by F. W. Ralph. The grounds upon which the 
application was made were—first, that the words ‘‘ The Home Washer ”’ 
could not be a trade-mark, as they were the trade description of a 
patented article, the patent for which had expired; and, secondly, that 
the case came within the 33rd of the rules under] the Trade-Mark Acts, 
which provides that ‘“‘the court may, on the application of any person 
aggrieved, remove any trade-mark from the register, on the ground, after 
the expiration of five years from the date of the registry thereof, that the 
registered proprietor is not engaged in any business concerned in the 
goods within the same class as the goods with respect to which a trade- 
mark is registered.’”’ The patent in the machine known as ‘‘ The Home 
Washer’’ had been purchased by Ralph, but the articles had been manu- 
factured solely by Taylor & Wilson, upon payment of a royalty to Ralph, 
down to February, 1882, when the patent expired. The registry of the 
trade-mark was effected in 1876. Since the patent expired Ralph had not 
been engaged in the manufacture of the articles, nor had he entered into any 
fresh contract for the manufacture of them by any other firm. This, it was 
alleged, had been caused by his severe illness, and his consequent inability 
to attend to business. Pranson, J., said that the.first objection to the 
application was that Taylor & Wilson were not persons aggrieved under 
the words of the 33rd rule. But they had been the exclusive manufac- 
turers of the machines since 1877, and had continued to make them since 
the patent expired, and he could not conceive that any persons were more 
aggrieved than they were. He thought, therefore, that they came within 
the terms of the 33rd rule. ‘The only other question was whether 
Ralph came within the rule as being a person who was not engaged 
in any business concerned in the goods within the same class. 
Since February, 1882, he had been prevented by illness from carry- 
\ing out any fresh contracts for the mapufacture of the goods. 
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_ Laxpzey, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision of the Chief Judge and 


' the majority of the creditors were not acting bond fide in the interest of 
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fhe question was whether abstention from on business a | ss. 17, 22.—In the Probate, Divorce, and Division, on the 27th 

year and nine months was sufficient to bring within the 33rd | ult., judgment was given in Weldon v. Weldon, Was a wife’s suit 

yale. In his lordship’s opinion that period was quite sufficient for | for restitution of conjugal rights, upon an application by the er 
, and, if he had any doubt upon the subject, he should be able | for an attachment against the respondent for bedierice Of a for 


to say the time was sufficient, because under the panies Act a com- 

y ee be wound up if it ceased to carry on business for one year. 
fe m0 , therefore, decide that the mark must be removed from the 
fegister, on the ground that Ralph was not carrying on business within 
the meaning of the 33rd rule. Another objection been raised. It 
was said that during the existence of the patent the article had been 
described as The Home Washer, and thatif Ralph continued that name as 
a trade-mark after the expiration of the patent it would have the effect of 

ing him an additional term beyond that which was allowed for the patent. 
bey point was considered by Fry, J., in The Linoleum Manufacturing Com- 
pany v. Nairn (L. R. 7 Ch. D. 834), where it was held that a patentee was 
not entitled to the exclusive use of the name by which the article was 
known after the expiration of the patent. If his lordship had to decide 
the question now he should follow that case, but it was sufficient for him 
to decide upon the previous ground, and he must, therefore, order the 
removal of the trade-mark from the register.—Soxicrrors, Bolton, Robbins,” 
§ Busk ; J. Tucker. 





Banxrurtcy—Composition orn GegNeRAL ScHEME For SETTLEMENT OF 
Bayxrupr’s Arrarrs—ApprovaL or Court—Banxruptcy Act, 1869, s. 
28—Trustrr—Costs.—In a case of Ex parte Strawbridge, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 16th ult., a question arose as to the jurisdiction of the 
Court of Bankruptcy under section 28 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
which provides that ‘‘the trustee may, with the sanction of a special 
resolution of the creditors assembled at any meeting of which notice has 
been given specifying the object of such meeting, t any composition 
offered by the bankrupt, or assent to any general scheme of settlement 
of the affairs of the bankrupt upon such terms as may be thought ex- 
pedient, and with or without a condition that the order of adjudication 
is to be annulled ; subject, nevertheless, to the approval of the court.” 
In the present case the bankrupt’s statement of affairs showed that his 
unsecured debts amounted to £1,144 and that his assets were only 
£34. But immediately before the bankruptcy his father had re- 
covered judgment against him in an undefended action for £1,000, the 
amount of advances which he had made to the bankrupt, and had issued 
an elegit, under which he had seized the whole of the bankrupt’s goods. A 
meeting of the creditors was held under section 28, at which it was 
resolved by the proper majority to accept a composition of 2s. 6d. 
in the pound, to be paid within one month of the approval of the court 
being given, the payment being made on condition that the order of 
adjudication should be annulled, the order annulling the same to be 
made on the certificate of the trustee that the composition had been paid. 
The judge of the Bridgewater County Court refused to approve of the 
resolutions, but Bacon, C.J., reversed his decision, and ordered that the 
resolutions should be carried into effect. The Court of A) (Corron. 


restored that of the county court judge. It was urged that the court 
ought to give its approval, because there was no evidence to show that 


the creditors in accepting the composition, which, having regard to the 
amount of the bankrupt’s assets, was clearly for their benefit. Corton, 
L.J., said that the power given to the court by section 28 was very 
different from that which it had under sections 125 and 126 of the Act. 
Under section 28 its duty was, not to set aside, by refusing to register 
them, resolutions passed by the creditors, if it thought that the powers 
given to the creditors had not been duly exercised, but the 
court must give its approval before the resolutions of the 
creditors could be carried into effect. Under sections 125 and 
126 the registrar was bound to register the resolutions of the 
creditors, unless it appeared that the powers given to the creditors had 
not been followed in form, or had been followed in form only, not in 
substance. Under section 28, the court must judge for itself whether the 
resolutions were such as ought to be approved, and if it could see that 
the object of them was to gloss over and prevent the investigation of 
some transaction which was discreditable, and possibly a fraud on the 
Bankruptcy Act, the court ought to withhold its ase, In the pre- 
sent case it was impossible to say that the p ings by which the 
bankrupt’s father obiained gous. of the whole of his property did 
not require investigation. The circumstances were such as to raise the 
gravest suspicion, and it looked as if the resolutions were intended to 
draw a veil over what had taken place. Lrvptey, L.J., said that section 
28 imposed on the court the duty of considering all the circumstances of 
the case. It was not bound to give its approval to the resolutions simply 
because the creditors had done so. If it could see anything tricky or 
fraudulent in them it ought not to approve them. Fry, L.J., thought 
that the court was bound to look at all the circumstances—bound to look 
at the moral aspect of the case—and was not bound to give its approval to 
an arrangement, even if it was beneficial to the creditors, if it could see 
that the money which they were to receive under it was to be paid by way 
of hush money for a discreditable transaction. 

The appeal to the Chief Judge was presented by the trustee in the 
bankruptcy, and the Court of Appeal ordered him to pay personally the 
costs of both appeals, on the ground that he ought to have been satisfied 
with the decision of the county court judge.—Soxicrrors, Blair ¢ W. B. 
Girling ; W. A. Boyle 





restitution. The respondent had not returned to cohabitation since the 
decree, but he had taken a furnished house for the petitioner’s occupa- 
tion, provided her with two servants, and expressed his readiness 
to pay her an annual allowance of £500. It was ed on his behaif 
that he had sufficiently complied with the order of the court, and was 
not liable to an attachment on the ground of his refusal to live under the 
same roof with his wife. Reliance was placed on section 17 of the Divorce 
Act, 1857, as providing for payment of alimony as an alternative remedy 
for a deserted wife, and on section 22, as sho that the rules and prin- 
ciples of the practice of the ecclesiastical courts were varied w the 
provisions of the Act, and by the rules to be made thereunder. nder 
the old practice, desertion without adultery gave a wife no right to relief, 
and, therefore, a suit for restitution of conj rights was her only 
remedy, whereas under the Divorce Act she co obtain a decree for a 
judicial separation. Hannzx, P., now said that the language of section 
17 of the Divorce Act, 1857, rendered it necessary to ask what were the 
principles and rules applicable to the present case on which the ecclesi- 
astical courts exercised the jurisdiction. The principle on which those 
tribunals acted was this, that it is the duty of married persons to live 
together, which duty is enforceable by the decree of the court, unless 
the complaining party is disentitled to relief through the commission of 
an offence which would have entitled the other party to a decree authoriz- 
ing them to live apart, The decree was always enforced py ey 
ment till obedience was secured. In Barlee v. Barlee (1 Add. ) Sir 
John Nicholl had refused to release a wife after two years’ imprisonment 
unless she promised to return to her husband, and in Lakin v. Lakin (1 
Spinks, O74) the husband was only released on showing that he had a 

ood defence, which he had neglected to plead. Coming to the cases 
decided since the passing of the Divorce Act, he found that in Alexander 
v. Alexander (30 L. J. P. M. & A. 173) Sir Creswell Creswell had granted 
an attachment to enforce a decree for restitution, while in Scott v. Scott 
(48. & T. 113) Lord Penzance laid it down that in such a case the court 
has no discretion, and cannot og into the petitioner's motive for 
bringing the suit. Section 17 of the Divorce Act, 1857, provided for the 
payment of alimony as an additional remedy for the wife, and not as a 
substitute to the right to sue for restitution of conjugal rights. Acting 
on these authorities, he must, with great reluctance, issue an attach- 
ment, but the writ would remain in the office for a fortnight.—Soricrror, 


Neal. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Queen’s Benen Drviston. 
(Sittings in Banc, before Groves, J., Huppieston, B., and Hawxrns, J.) 
Re William Williams, a Solicitor. 


This was a motion to strike a solicitor off the rolls, if he should fail t® 
answer certain matters contained in affidavits. 

A. Wills, Q.C., in making the motion on behalf of the Incorporated 
Law Society, explained that the solicitor in question in 1864 entered 
into an agreement with another solicitor at Aberdare to act as his 
clerk at a salary ‘rising from £200 to £300 a year, and with an 
ultimate arrangement for a see ais A branch office was ed 
at Pontypridd, which was p under the control of Mr. Williams, 
and in the course of that branch business a person named John 
Jones, who had mo two leaseholds to a building society for 
£992, incurred a debt of £65 13s. 8d. to the firm, On the 18th of 
June, 1877, John Jones executed a second mortgage of the same 
property to the firm to secure those costs. In the year 1879 a Mrs. 

avies had a small sum of money she wished to put out at interest. She 
consulted Mr. Williams, and, under his advice, gave £78 to John Jones 
upon the security of a fresh mortgage, the previous mortgage from John 
Jones to the firm being destroyed. John Jones thereupon paid the sum 
of £78 to the firm, that sum representing the old debt of £65 13s. 8d., and 
additional costs and interest due on the previous investment to the 
amount of £12 6s. 4d. Subsequently an action was brought by Mrs. 
Davies to recover damages owing to the security having proved 
and a verdict was given for her for the amount claimed. Mr. Justice 
Manisty, after the trial, made certam representations to the Incorporated 
Law Society in reference to the solicitor, and consequently the 8 wea 
proceeding was taken. He (Mr. Wills) now moved their lordships to 
strike the solicitor off the rolls for having been guilty of the dishonest 
practice of obtaining Mrs. Davies’s money for the benefit of his firm upon 
a security which he must have known to be wi 

Murray, on the same side, that the transaction with Mrs. Davies 
really was no investment of her money at all, but only a transfer of a bad 
debt from the firm to Mrs. Davies. 

E. F. Williams, on behalf of the solicitor, pointed out that he had not 
personally benefited at all from the transaction with Mrs. Davies, and 
that the £78 had been paid to the credit of the firm by his client long 
before any question arose. He submitted to their lordships that there 
might have been an error in ju t or negligence, but no misap- 
propriation or wilful act which would call for their lordships to deal with 
his client in the manner suggested. 

Gnove, J., was of opinion that it would be shutting one’s eyes to the real 
facts of the case to call it one of negligence. The fact that this was a 
second mortgage, taking the of another m upon which no 
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‘was not very valuable, and, bearing in mind that Mrs. Davies’s money 
was taken to pay the costs of the firm, it would be carrying imagination 
too far to describe the transaction as the result of negligence. It had 
been urged that the solicitor had eS no iary benefit 
from the transaction, but then it appeared that the solicitor might have been 
influenced by a se of esprit de corps on behalf of the firm. Therefore, 
simply because the solicitor did not put the money into his own pocket, 
the real evil was not neutralized, as it was the duty of a solicitor to be 
true to and not play with his clients. Some time had now elapsed since 
the occurrence, and the court was of opinion, considering the whole facts, 
that it was not a case in which the solicitor should be struck off the rolls, 
but one in which his improper conduct would be sufficiently marked by 
an order for suspension for one year, with the payment of the costs of 
this motion. 
Ordered accordingly.— Times. 





(Sittings in Banc, before Lord Cotermmes, C.J., and Steruen and 
Maruew, JJ.) 


In the Matter of Two Solicitors (Hicks and W. B. Abbott) and two§other persons 
unqualified, acting in their names. 


The court was occupied half the day in hearing and dealing with this 
case, in which two solicitors were charged, under the Solicitors Act, 
with allowing the other two persons (being unqualified) to act in their 
names as solicitors, and the other two were charged with so acting. The 
two-fold offence thus charged is dealt with very severely under the 
Solicitors Act (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), which says that if any solicitor shall 
wilfully and knowingly act as agent in any action or suit in any court 
for apy person not duly qualified to act, or permit his name to be made 
use or the profit of any unqualified person, or do any other act 
to enable such person to appear or act in any respect as a solicitor in 
any suit, knowing such person not to be duly qualified, and complaint 
shall be made in a summary way to any of the superior courts, and proof 
made thereof to the satisfaction of the court, that such solicitor has 
80 wilfully offended, then that such solicitor shall be struck off the roll 
and be ever after disqualified to act as such, and the other person may be 
— forany time not exceedingtwelve months. The present appli- 

was made under that enactment against two solicitors named Hicks 

and Abbott and two other persons named Lewis and Osborne, and it was 
made in two cases under these circumstances. In one casean action had been 
brought dgainst the Metropolitan Railway Company by a person named 
Tobbutt, and the proceedings in the action, it was alleged, had been 
carried on by Lewis for his benefit, acting as the plaintiff’s solicitor, he 
not being qualified so to act, and allowed to do so by Abbott in his name; 
and in the other case there was an action by one Deasy against a tram- 
way company carried on, as alleged, by Osborne, as the p 
solicitor, he not being qualified so to act, and allowed by Hicks to act in 
his name. The charges having been made, both cases were referred to 
the master (Master Brewer) for inquiry, and he had inquired into them 
and called the parties before him, and Hicks and Osborne and Lewis had 
a before him and had been examined, but Abbott had not appeared 
him and had made affidavits, as the others had, in answer, sending 

a doctor’s certificate that Abbott had gone out of town for change of air, 
and, having some affection of the heart, was advised to stay there. On 
the whole of the evidence the master had reported that in one case 
Abbott had allowed Lewis to act as the plaintiff’s solicitor, knowing 
him not to be qualified, and that, in the other, Hicks had allowed 
Osborne so to act, also knowing him not to be qualified. The 
matter now came before the court upon the master’s report, and the 
made affidavits (some of them just sworn) in exculpation. 

that in the action of Toblutt v. The Metropolitan Rail- 
, Which was tried in May, there was a verdict of £150 
the costs were taxed at £98. The defence of Abbott was 
he had been instructed in the case as the solicitor, and 
his clerk at £90 a year, and though he had received the 
costs, he had received it as his clerk, but it did not appear 
accounted for it, and he was examined before the master in 
against Abbott. In the other case—the action of 

tramway company—which was tried in March, there 
8 verdict for £100, and the costs were taxed at £88, and in this case 
defence of Hicks was that Osborne had acted originally in the 
Clerk to him, and after he had transferred his business to a person 
deceased—one Archer—as clerk to that pe , and afterwards as 
to Abbott, who on Archer’s death had taken the case up. But in 
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the case also the parties having made affidavits in exculpation their 
affidavits were contrasted with their evidence before the master, which 
was read in court, except that of Abbott, who, as already stated, had 
not before the master, and had only made affidavits. It was 
on behalf of Hicks that he had applied for a ‘‘ charging order ”’ to 
secare his costs, but this, it was pointed out, was afterwards. 
R. Vaughan Williams appeared for the companies who had instituted 


. DC. (Gye with him), appeared for Lewis ; 

rump appeared tor Hicks; and 

anstown and Richards appeared for the other parties. 

Master Brewer, the master who had made the inquiry, attended in court 


SS 
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with his note-book, and from time to time, as desired by the court, re- 
ferred to it, and read his notes of the evidence of the parties examined 
before him, and Abbott's affidavits were read. 

At the dose of a long hearing, 

Lord Corexiwor delivered judgmert against all the parties. In this 
case, he said, we have to determine what is to be done as to these four 


—= 
persons, who have been proved, as far as it is possible to prove an, 
conclusively—more or less, to a lesser or greater extent—to have 
guilty of malpractice under the Solicitors Act. There were two cases— 
in oneof which Abbott and Lewis were concerned and in the other Hicks 
and Osborne. In the first case—Tobbutt’s—the facts seem to be beyond 
all dispute or question. The master has found in his report—and, in 


otherwise upon the facts before us—that that case was carried on by Lewis 
for his own benefit, he being a person not qualified to carry on such busi. 
ness, and he carried it on in the name of Abbott, who was well aware 
that it was being so carried on and lent his name for the purpose. It isnot 
necessary to enter into any defence of the enactments on which the 
proceeding is taken. Anyone who considers the matter must see that 
it is of the last importance to all who have to employ solicitors—that is, 
a large portion of the public—that the persons they employ shall be duly 
qualified so to act and subject to the jurisdiction of the court if they 
misconduct themselves. And a greater misconduct can hardly be 
committed by any solicitor than to lend his name to an unqualified person 
to enable him to act as a solicitor in any action or suit. Any one must see 
that that is about as grave an offence as a solicitor can possibly commit, 
It is obvious that Parliament so considered, for in this enactment, the 
32nd section of the Act, there is no alternative left to the court as to the 
punishment to be inflicted on the solicitor who has so misconducted him- 
self, and who, if the charge is made out to the satisfaction of the court, is 
to be struck off the roll. Now, here, in the first case, it is clear that from 
the beginning to the end of the case the solicitor had nothing whatever to 
do with the action, and that it was carried on from beginning to end by 
Lewis, who hardly denied it; and, indeed, appeared before the master and 
‘* made a clean breast of it.’’ Abbott has been before us, and to-day, m 
his defence, and in order to explain the various difficulties put to him in 
the course of the case (arising out of his own affidavit) has instructed his 
counsel to make a variety of statements which are absolutely incredible, 
And if aman thus conducts himself in the face of the court, and if he thus 
wilfully attempts to pervert justice and ‘‘throw dust in the eyes’’ of the 
court, he must take the consequences, and must expect that the 
points of the case in dispute will be taken against him. As far, 
then, as the first case is concerned, it is perfectly clear that he has been 
ilty of the offence, and that Lewis also is guilty. Then the other case. 
t would seem that he was mixed up in some way with the person 
Osborne, who, in the name of Hicks, the other solicitor, carried on the 
action. But as to these two persons, Hicks and Osborne, it is clear, 
nothig can be clearer, that from first to last Hicks lent himself to the 
carrying on of the business by Osborne, who is admitted to have been 
unqualified, and who, it is obvious, had the whole conduct of the case, 
and had the cheque sent by the company’s solicitor in payment and 
disposed of the proceeds, and it —— that the money was paid into 
his own account at his bankers. It also appears that he wrote all the 
letters in the case, and for some time it is admitted he had no employer, 
and _ he went on with the case. As to the defence set up, it is not 
possible for us to believe it; and I believe he was guilty. It was urged 
that Hicks had taken a proceeding to protect his costs, but not at first ; 
it was only afterwards, and when the money was in the hands of Osborne, 
and the time at which it took place is significant as to the true nature of 
the transaction. On the whole, I am of opinion as to the two solicitors that 
they are guilty of the offence charged, and that it is our duty to strike 
them off the roll. As to Lewis and Osborne, I can see very little difference, 
if any, in the course of conduct they have pursued, and we order them to 
be sent to prison for six months. 
Sreruen, J., said he entirely agreed with every word which had fallen 
from the Lord Chief Justice. It seemed to him, he said, as clear as 
pining could be, that Abbott and Hicks had allowed these two persons 
_ is and Osborne—to practise in their names on their own behalf. 
We must look, said the learned judge, at the substance of the matter and 
not at the miserable excuses and pretences set up to obscure or disguise 
the truth. It is clear that the consequence is that the solicitors must be 
struck off the roll, and as to that we have no discretion ; if we had, I, for 
one, should be in favour of exercising it inthe manner prescribed by the 
Act of Parliament. I agree, therefore, in every word which has fallen 
from my lord and in the conclusion to which hoe has come. 
Maruew, J., also concurred.—TZimes. 





OBITUARY. 


MR, FRANCIS THOMAS BIRCHAM. 


Mr. Francis Thomas Bircham, solicitor, late of 46, Parliament-street, 
and 26, Austinfriars, died at his residence, Burhill, Hersham, on the 25th 
ult., in his 74th year. Mr. Bircham was born at Boston Hall, Norfolk, 
in 1810. He was admitted a solicitor in 1833, and he practised for nearly 
50 years in Parliament-street, his firm having more recently had also a 
City office in Austinfriars. At the time of his retirément from business, 
about a year ago, he was at the head of one of the largest offices in 
London, being associated in partnership with his gon, Mr. Samuel 
Bircham (who was admitted a solicitor in 1864), and with Sir William 
Richard Drake, Mr. Charles Burt, and Mr. Harrington Charles John 
Groves. He wasa ual commissioner for the county of Middlesex 
and the cities of London and Westminster, and he had a most extensive 
practice, especially before parliamentary committees and for public 
companies. He was for many years solicitor to the London and South- 





Western Railway Company, the Southwark and Vauxhall Water Com- 





judgment, has correctly found, and indeed he could hardly have found | 
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Mr. Bircham was 


chairman of the Law 


—<—————— 
e East London Water Company, and other important public Hocking, Edwin Gilbert Payne, 

y eis firm had conducted been ger bP petitions for the tiberal Hodges, vam Sra’ John Charles 
party, and their services in this respect were recognized by Mr. Gladstone Hole, les Lewis Philip Pearse, Vincent 
in 1869, when he conferred the honour of knighthood upon Mr. Drake. | Holland, Herbert Pearson, Ernest Braden 

for many years a member of the Council of the Incor- Holroyd, Frank Ernest 
rated Law Society, and he had filled the office of oars sarye He was | Holt, James Yates P , Francis Henry 
Fire Insurance Company, and a —— Koa ae _ toon bg nem James . Frederick John 
i ‘ ied to a da te) te Dr. 
Life Insurance Company. He was married ugh’ i hai — ershouse, Henry re 


Dalrymple, of Norwich, and leaves several children. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
The following candidates were successful at the intermediate examina- 
tion held on the 8th of November, 1883 :— 


Adams, Hugh 

Addison, John Joseph 

Adie, Frederick Everall 

Adler, Elkan Nathan, B.A. 
Alcock, William Edward 
Alexander, Charles Roots 
Aldridge, Henry George Randall 
Allen, John Henry 

Angrave, Thomas Augustus 
Armstrong, John 

Ask, Robert Percy 

Atkins, Ion 

Awdry, John Pinniger 
Balcombe, Charles 

Ball, Alfred 

Bancroft, William 

Barlow, John Woodward 
Barnett, Braham 

Barrett, Albert 

Barton, Tinley Wallace 
Bassett, George Forbes, B.A. 
Baxter, William Kaye 
Bendall, Francis James 

Bevis, Frederick John 

Bird, Alfred Curtis 

Blackham, Harry Spurgeon 
Blight, Seymour Adolphus 
Bolton, George Stanislas 
Bonsall, Henry 

Boyns, Nicholas Holman, B.A. 
Brydges, George Edward 
Britton, Philip William Poole 
Britton, Richard Waddams Nimmo 
Brodrick, Cecil 

Bowie, David Mather 

Brooks, Richard 

Browett, Harold 

Bull, Frederick William 
Burchell, Henry, B.A. 
Burton, Francis Edmund 
Campbell, Neil Edward, B.A. 
Capper, Henry Francis Everard 
Carter, Sidney 


Cartwright, Joseph Frank PosthwaiteGowland, Frederic Stockton 


Cartwright, Thomas Charles 
Cash, John Oliver, B.A. 
Chadwick, Louis 

Chambers, Robert Baker, B.A. 
Chapple, Frederic Northcote 
Charlton, William 

Cheriton, Frank 

Chidson, Henry Albert 
Clapham, Herbert 

Clark, Eustace Frederick, B.A. 
Clarke, Lindsay, B.A. 

Clarke, Sidney Wrangel 

Clay, John Edward 

Collins, James 

Cook, James 

Cook, Robert 

Cook, Walter 

Cooke, Frederick William, B.A. 
Cooke, Henry Paget 

Cooke, Joe Baldwin 

Uorder, Percy 

Cotton, Harold 

Crickitt, Tom Shelton 
Cunningham, Henry Edward 
Currey, George Evelyn 

Dale, Charles Frederick 
Danby, William Fraucis, B.A, 


Daubeney, Frederick Augustus, B,A.Hillman, Harold} 
Hiscott, Thomas Henry 


Davidson, James Oswald 


Davies, Edward Edwin 

Davies, Frederick William 
Davies, John 

Davis, Ernest Henry 

Davis, Luther 

Dawe, William Henry Tremlett 
Dawson, Charles 
Dawson, John In 
Dawson, Percy 
Day, Arthur 
Deeley, Frank 
Denison, Herbert 
Dewhurst, Peel 
Dod, Sidney Williams 

Douglas, Robert Balmer 

Easton, Francis Henry, B.A. 
Edelston, William Southworthe 
Edwards, Thomas Beckwith Christian 


ward 


Fawcett, Joseph 
Fenn, John 
Fenwick, —— Dobson 

‘ ur 
Fletcher, Edward 
Forrest, Alexander Reynolds Cripps 
Forster, William Henry 
Foster, Herbert Lambert 
Foster, William Arthur 
Fox, George Castle 
Fox, George Washington 
Fox, John Robert 
Freeman, Charles Robinson 
Frere, Eustace Vansittart 
Furnival, William 
Gameson, Jokn Herbert 
Gaskell, Thomas Frederick 
Geddes, David James 
Gee, Thomas 
Gill, Christopher Coleman 
Gill, Thomas Husband, B.A., LL.B. 
Godden, Wilfred, B.A. 
Goodall, Sidney Frederick 


Grahem, James Newton 
Graham, William Robert 
Green, John Christopher William 
Greenhill, He Ri 
Greenway, Charles Durnford 
Griffiths, Martin Luther 
Gurney, Charles Duncan 
Guthrie, Robert Tynemouth 
Gwynn, Gronon Gaches 
Haggerston, Edward Charlton 
Hall, Reginald Tudor 
Halliwell, William Pickup 
Hamond, Lewis 

Harding, William 

Hargrove, William Wallace 


Hart, Charles Frederick 
Hart, Edwin 
Hawkins, Philip Ernest 
Henderson, Francis Hastings 
Henstock, Albert John 
Hibbert, Arthur James 
Higgins, Edward Henry 
Daniel 


Hill Willian Coggan 





Needham, Robert 

Nelson, Herbert Walter 
Nelson, Pere 

Nelson, Willvam Wooding 
Senko, Ganesan 
New " 

Newton, Walter Haydon 
Nicholas, John W: 


Nichols, George 
North, William _ 
Nowell, Arthur Alexander 


Osborne, Frank 

rg Rene Smith 

Pain, est Edward 

Parnall, Robert Herbert Boyd 
Paull, James 










Howell, Rowland J 
O Ww. ames » 
es, William Forel, frederick Nelson 
Hughes, Robert Alexander owell, Henry Sydney 
Huntback, Willi Powell, Owen Markham 
Hunter, William James, B.A. Prance, Hugh Courtenay 
Hutchinson, Cecil Gwynne Preston, Harry Westbury 
Hyland, Albert Young Price, Walter Jones 
Ingham, John Patrick Prichard, Edgar Albert 
, Arthur Murray Prynne, John Basset 
ag George Nelson Pugh, Cecil Rose, B.A. 
Isle, John Abel Pugh, Henry James Wallace 
Jackson, Alfred Read Pes Hamilton 
Jackson, Francis Joseph Pym, uel Arnott 
Jackson, Francis Morley Radcliffe, Reginald 
Jackson, Harry Herbert Walter 
Jellicoe, James Anthony Restall, Walter Stanley 
Fisher, Herbert Jeddere, B.A. 
Teena — oe 5 in : 
e, jpearman 
Jones, Daniel William Henry, B.A. 
Jones, William Henry J 
Juby, William Brownsurt Rockett, John James 
Keating, Arthur Richard Robert wall 
Kekewich, Charles Granville, B.A. Samuelson, 
Kelly, James Herbert Reily 
Kelly, Reginald Sharples, James Bolton 
Kent, Hugh Bulkeley e 
Kidson, ‘Alfred Bowman Shipman, Walter Mace, B.A. 
King, Henry Thomas Firmstone,B.A.Shipton, Louis, B.A, 
King, William Slater, Walter 
Knight, Charles ( Smetham, Edwin Richard 
Knocker, Edward Pemberton Smith, Arthur 
Knott, Matthew Smith, Arthur Gerald 
Leach, James Smith, Frank Hindley 
Lee, George Fallowdown Oulton § Smith, Frederick Robert 
Lewis, John David Boyers Smith, William 
Locke, Francis Alexander Sydenham Smith, William 
Lomax, Benjamin Houldsworth Belly. t Rupert 
Louch, Herbert Quekett A Edward, M.A. 
Loveday, George Alexander, B.A. Spencer, 5; 
Loveday, Walter Spreat, Chappell 
Lush, Hubert Stanley Stanley-J Herbert 
Lynex, Alfred Richard Stanton, John Harrison 
Lynskey, George J. Stanton, Ji Wilfred, B.A. 
Mackay, Alexander Joseph Stead, John Walter 
McMillan, Donald Steer, Charles Henry 
McNair, George Lewis Frederic Stevens, Frederick 
Mallam, Frank i Stevens, Robert Champion 
Mandy, Thomas Kent Strachan, Walter 
noe. ag James Arthur, B.A. Stunt, Francis 
Marsh, Percy Swan, Henry John 
Marshall, Ernest William wayne, Edgar John 
Mason, Raven Moore Sykes, John 
Laima synch 
ey, Thomas 
jer Frederic Taylor, Edmund 
Mi . » yan: 
Milne, Clifford Donald Taylor, ory 
Mitchell, noe Thomas, John 
Moir, Charles Forbes ea en oun Gilbert 
Monk, Christopher Tidy, Edward itworth 
Myers, Fran. Tonge, John 
Neal, James Wicking Trevor, Charles 
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Williams, Edmund Trevor Licyd, ames: mere Walter 


Williams, John Davies 
Wilson, John 

Wi Thomas 

Wing, John Sladen 

Ww , Herbert Ralph 





The following candidates were successful at the final examination held 


oodgate, Thomas William, B.A. 
Woodhouse, Herbert, B.A., LL.B. 
Wreford, John Frederick, B.A. 
Wright, Arthur 
Yonge, Alexander Stuart 


on the 6th and 7th of November, 1883 :— 


Acton, John 

Allison, Philip 

A nm, Edgar Grant 
A will 


Barnard, James Jeune 
Barnish, Robert Duckworth 
— on 

ea, Ernest Spencer 
Bickerton, Joseph Green 
Bird, James Henry 
Birrell, H Anthony 
Blagden, Richard Arthur 
Bloomfield, Samuel 
Bompas, Charles Steele Murchison 

, Edmund 
Bradley, George Herbert 

, Herbert Edward 

B mt, George, B.A. 
Bromwich, William Halford 
Broughton, Horace 
Brown, Henry George 
Brown, William George 
Buckton, James Douglas 
Burch, James Ernest 
Burns, Alfred Herbert 
Burrell, Herbert Charles 
Cain, Henry Frederic 


Capron, Frederick Hugh, B.A. 
Carter, Hugh Adolphus 
Chambertain, Henry Buckiey 
Champion, Ernest Robert 
Clark, Frederick Hammond 
Clarke, Johu Charles 
Clarke, Percy 
Cobb, Geoffrey Edward Wheatly 
Coker, James Gould, B.A. 
Collins, James Hamilton 
Comins, Herbert 
Cooper, William Frederick, B.A. 
Cousins, Henry Robinson 
Cowie, Gilbert 
Cox, Robert Sayer 
poor Anthony Buck 

Tipps, inald Dawbarn 
Cnegton “William Wolstenholme 
Cunliffe, Robert Ellis, B.A. 
Darwall, Henry Winfred 
Davidson, Alan Herbert 
Davies, Alfred Thomas 
Davis, John 


Devereux, Robert —- 

Donague, Alfred I ey 

Dunn, George Matthew Malcolm 
Maurice 


Evans, Edward Francis 

Faber, Thomas Henry 
Farman, Ernest 

amar Arthur Richmond, B.A. 


Few, William Resbury 
Field, Kearns Hamilton 
Fisher, William. B.A. 


Foley, Charles Windham, B.A. 
Foottit, Frederick Bramley 
Forrest, 


, William Lansdown 
Gordon, Grenville Dempster 
Graves, Thomas 


Greenep, Francis Michael 
Griffith, John William 
Haigh, Charles William 


Mam Christopher, B.A.Harding, Theodore Wornell 


Hart, James Walford 

Hawkins, Geoffrey Grahame 

Hawkins, Horatio 

Haymen, Harry Oughterson 

Haynes, Arthur 

Hill, Leonard 

Hiron, John Eden 

Holcroft, Charles 

Holloway, William, B.A. 

Holloway, William 

Hooper, Harry Dundee, B.A. 

Horsley, Thomas, B.A, 

Howe, John George 

Hughes, John Arthur 

Hulbert, Charles 

Huntley, George John 

Hurford, Alexander Edward, B.A. 

Jackson, William George 

Jacob, George Ogle 

James, Charles 

Johnson, James Yate 

Jones, Arthur Vyvyan Lloyd 

Jones, John 

Jones, Richard Stoakes, M.A. 

Kime, Wilson Augustine 

Kynaston, Godfrey Peel 

Lamb, Frederick 

Lamb, Robert Mather 

Lane, Charles Hay 

Layng, John Henry 

Leader, George Gardner 

Leake, James 

Leeds, Oglander George Montagu, 
B.A 


Leemmg, Frederick Toulmin 
Legge, Charles John, B.A. 
Lewis, James Hughes 
Lister, Arthur Marshall 
Lloyd, Edward Lewis 
Lund, George Edward 
Lynch, John Henry 
Macfarlane, James Murray 
Mahon, James Harold 
Markby, Thomas 

Marriott, Thomas 
Marshall, Robert Edward 
Mason, Ernest Augustus 
Matthews, Peter Barron 
May, Hubert 

Mercer, William 

Mitchell, Thomas William 
Monger, Herbert 
Moorhouse, Edward Parker 
Morgan, John Edward 
Morgan, John Lewis 
Morris, Edgar 

Morton, Alexander Edward 
Mote, Charles 

Mould, Arthur James 
Naunton, George Herbert 
Neal, Arthur 


, Kd ward James Sidney, B.A.Nevill, Leonard 


Nichols, Alfred 

oe he Robert 

Oglethorpe, Henry Stuart 
Palmer, Frederick Freke 
Palmer, William Lansdown Parsons 
Payne, Charles 

Payne, John Henry, B.A. 
Pearse, Ha 

Pethybridge, John 
Phillips, Laurence Charles 
Plant, Samuel 

Platts, Thomas 

Poole, Reginald 

Powles, Allen Henry, B.A. 
Pratt, Roger Bellenden 
Pryce, Charles Sidney 
Pyke, William Marcus 


Rainey, Walfer Scott 
Rake, Aubrey William 
Randall, Percy Mayor, B.A. 
Ratcliff, John 

Raw Charles Arthur 
Reeve, Edmund 

Reinhardt, Walter Hope 
Rhodes, Sydney, B.A. 
Richards, Alfred Walter Benjamin 
Roach, Edward Harris 
Roberts, Charles 

Roberts, Richard George Cameron 
Roberts, William 
Robinson, William 

Robson, George Potts 
Rogers, William 

Ryland, Thomas William 
Safford, iidward Ayton 
Sanderson, Evan George 
Sandford, Henry Barlow 
Seldon, Arthur erick 
Simpson, Alexander Prout, B.A. 
Slater, Peter Wood 

Slight, Lewis Alexander 
Smith, Charles James 
Smith, Thomas Duckworth 
Smithson, William Walling 
Solomon, Joseph 
Southwell, Alfred 
Stockdale, Charles Thomas 
Storr, Bartol Thomas 
Sugden, Thomas Babington 
Surridge, Ernest Edward 
Symonds, Arthur George 
Taylor, Reuben Price 
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Taylor, Walter 

Thomas, Charles Ruffe 
Thomas, Evan Watkin 
Thring, Christopher Bevan, B.A. 
Tidy, Edwin Thomas 
Travers, John 

Treadwell, Claude Mallam 
Tremellen, William John 
Trewavas, John 

Turner, William 

Tweedie, Michael Forbes 
Underwood, Leonard John 
Vanderpump, George James 
Van Tromp, Ernest George 
Vevers, Joseph Hodgson 
Wainscot, Thomas 

Wake, Richard James 
Walsh, Harry John Digby 
Ward, Herbert Ibotson 
Wardale, Francis James, B.A. 
Weatherell, William Herbert 
Webb, Henry Lumley 
Webb, Richard Frederick 
Webster, Francis Joseph 
Westlake, Edward Thompson 
White, Ralph Neville 
Wigan, A Lewis, B.A. 
Wilkinson, William 
Williams, David Christopher Rowlands 
Williams, Howell Price 
Wilson, Thomas 

Wood, Frederick Albert 
Woodhouse, John 
Woodhouse, Walter Mantell 
Yorath, William 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 
The usual weekly meeting of this society was held on Wednesday, 


November 28, in the hall of Clement’s-inn, Strand, Mr 


. H. N. Harvey in 


De.c 1, 1883. 





the chair. The attendance of members was quite up to the average. Mr. 
T, Bateman Napier moved, ‘‘That the new rules of procedure promote 
the interest both of the public and the legal profession.”” An animated 
and instructive debate was the result, in which Mr. Yates, Mr. Bull, Mr. 
Eiloart, Mr. Batchelor, Mr. Keep, and Mr. Harvey took part. Ona 
division being taken the motion was declared carried by two votes. 





CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY, 


At St. John’s College, a M’Mahon Law Studentship, of the annual 
value of £150 and tenable for four years, has been awarded to 
Gilbert Rowland Alston, B.A., LL.B., scholar of the college. These 
studentships are intended for members of St. John’s College who have 
graduated, and who bond fide intend to prepare themselves for practice in 
the profession of the law, either as barristers or solicitors. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Rocrer Freprrick Hasiewoop, solicitor, of Bridgnorth, has been 
elected Coroner for that borough, in succession to the late Mr. William 
Dones Batte. Mr. Haslewood was admitted a solicitor in 1876. 


Mr. Samvuret Tuomas Nicuours, solicitor (of the firm of Gordon & 
Nicholls), of Bridgnorth, has been elected Clerk of the Peace for that 
borough, in succession to the late Mr, William Dones Batte. Mr. Nicholls 
was admitted a solicitor in 1861, 


Mr. Jou Feut, barrister, who has been re-elected Mayor of the Borough 
of Barrow-in-Furness, was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 


a Term, 1854, He isa magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for Lan- 
cashire, 


Mr. G. H. Lizwett.yy, solicitor (of the firm of Gibbs, Llewellyn, & Lock), 
of Newport, Mon., has been a’ eee by the Board of Trade Official 
Receiver for the Newport (Mon.) District. Mr. Llewellyn was admitted in 
1877, and has recently been appointed by the Lord Chancellor a commis- 
sioner to administer oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Tomas Hupson Jorpan, judge of county courts for Circuit No. 
26, has been appointed a Magistrate for Lancashire. « 


Mr. Wi1114M Jounson Cixoo, solicitor, of Sheffield, has been appointed 
Official Receiver in Bankruptcy for the Sheffield District. Mr. Clegg 
was a a solicitor in 1868, He isan alderman for the borough of 
Sheffield. 


Mr. Rosert Parsnson, solicitor (of the firm of Jones & Paterson), of 
Liverpool, has been elected Mayor of the Borough of Birkenhead for the 
present year. Mr. Paterson was admitted a soheitor in 1849. He is @ 
magistrate and alderman for Birkenhead, 


Mr. James Wii11am Gans, solicitor, of Cheltenham, has been appointed 
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io Gp Feactoen King: School, Brat, Mr. Gabb was admitted a 

My. Mackay Jouxn Gnanam Soonrs, solicitor, of partnh, ton Seek 
ne Official Receiver in re for the Hereford and 


Mr. Scobie was admitted a so! in 1875 


Mr. Witttam Suaxesrnane, solicitor, of Birmingham, a and 
fmethwick, has been elected Clerk to the Oldbury Local . Mr. 
Shakespeare was admitted a solicitor in 1860, 


Mr. Joun Hunny Onamrton Couns, solicitor, has been elected Tow” 
(lerk of the a i mea Sa yr Borough of Eastbourne. Mr. Coles has 
heen for several years clerk to the Hastbourne Local Board. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1856; and he is also town clerk of Pevensey, and 
derk to the magistrates and Commissioners of Taxes for the liberty of 
Pevensey. 

Mr, Anpnew Tomas Sireruenn, solicitor, of Durham, Sunderland, and 
Houghton-le-Spring, has been a Deputy Registrar of the Sun- 
derland County Court Wye 0, 2), My, Shepherd is clerk to the 
Bishopwearmouth Burial Board, and deputy coroner for the Chester Ward 
of the county of Durham, He was admitted a solicitor in 1876, and he is 
ip partnership with Mr, John Graham, who is coroner for the Chester 
Ward. 








Mr. Josern Granam, Q.C,, has been elected a Bencher of the Middle 
Temple, 
Mr. Tuomas Josernm Rroeway, solicitor (of the firm of Ridgway & 


Worsley), of Warrington and Lymm, has been Lg Official Receiver 
in Bankruptcy for the Warrington District. . Ridgway was admitted 
asolicitor in 1871, and he is coroner for the Fee of ‘ton. His er, 


Mr. James Edwardson Worsley, is clerk to the Newton-in-Makerfield Im- 


provement Committee. 

Mr. Tuomas Epxzxston, solicitor, of Preston, has been appointed Official 
Receiver in Bankruptcy for the Preston, Blackburn, and Burnley Districts. 
Mr. Edelston is an alderman for the borough of Preston. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1861. 


Mr. Auten Fretpre, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Plummer 
& Fielding), of Canterbury, who has been appomted Deputy Mayor 
of that city for the present year, is deputy registrar of the diocese of 
Canterbury and of the archdeaconries of Canterbury and Maidstone. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1851. 


Mr. Skexnzett Howes, solicitor (of the firm of Mills & Holmes), of 
Bicester, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Waren Gronrct Frank Pumimorg, D.C.L., who has been 
appointed Official of the Archdeaconry of Colchester, in succession to the 
late Dr. Swabey, is the son of the Right Hon. Sir Robert Joseph Philh- 
more Bart. He was educated at Westminster and at Christ Church, 
Oxford, where he graduated as a double first (classics and law and 
modern history) in 1867. He obtained the Vinerian Law Scholarship in 
1868, and he was subsequently elected a fellow of All Souls College, and 
roceeded to the degree of D.C.L. He was called to the bar at the 

iddle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1868, and he is a member of the 
Western Circuit, pracising also in the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
pees and in the ecclesiastical courts. He is chancellor of the diocese 
of Lincoln. 


Mr. Joun Cornetivs Monerty, solicitor (of the firm of Adams, 
Moberly, Shenton, & Faithfull), of Winchester, Southampton, and 
Alresford, who has been appointed Official Receiver in Bankruptcy for the 
Portsmouth District, is the son of the Right Rev. George ype f D.D., 
Bishop of Salisbury. He is an M.A. of New College, Oxford, and he was 
admitted a solicitor in 1872. 

Mr. Reornaup Briner, solicitor, of 15, St. Helen’s-place, Bishopsgate 
Within, London, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Wr.11aM Wvyuiys Macxnrson, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of 
the Inner Temple for the ensuing year. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota of KEGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCK ON 


Court or Mr. Justice 
Date. APrpRaL. V. 0. Bacon, Kay. 
Monday, Deo....sseeeeese 3 Mr. Clowes Mr. Lavis Mr. Ward 
WOAdBY .esccsee secsesce 4 Koe Carrington Pemberton 
Wednesday...s.ceceeeee 8 Clowes Lavie Ward 
Thursday sevscceriswcse & Koe Car Pemberton 
I ciikisincie, F Clowes Lavie Ward 
BSaturday,,..ccsccssecsss 8 Koe Carrington Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Curtry, Norra, Prarson. 
Monday, Deo..cesceseeese 8 Mr. Cobby Mr, King Mr, Teesdale 
T VY cocccececccecces 4 Jaoksou Menivale Farrer 
Wednesday....cccssereee 5 Cobby Kin ‘Teesdale 
Theteday ccvecccccccece 6 Jaokeon Mortvale Farrer 
F Panapcecccsccccecse 7 Cobby King Teeadale 
8 toeecesecoccseee 8 Jackson Merivale Farrer 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 
Jotnt Srock Companres. 


nce ra at ea yeas 
eat TS cnal a ny SAW: Sec Ses te 
DOnES mageaio © IOHT, yg ty - Company, 5 

eee Se ae eee 
"Basen alge Py See a, tet ets eae 
Oded Bats Ota wa” aaa Manne Rae 


kk 
addell 


"FAtetay Deo fain, at his chambers’ for te appolniment st an ofa 


vane COLLIERIES AND Lime Works Company, Limirep,— J,, has fixed 
Dec 38, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an or. 8.) 

ABERDARE AND PiymouTH !Company, LiwiTep.—Petition pre- 
renal Nu ected oe ar before Gig oes DF ee 

’ 5 or ’ 

BnaNKsts ISLAND COMPANY, Lancarap. By an order made by J : dated 
Mov 11, it was ordered thas the voluntary winding Sp of | company be con- 
LROTRIC Motor SYNDICAT! By an onder made by C., dated 
Nov 17, it was ordered that the voluntary Wintns UD OF be con- 
tinued. Co, Victoria st, solici the 

GENERAL MARINE SALVAGE COMPANY, —Petition ding pre- 
goatee NT ne pe ba Saas Kay, J., at his court on % 

nm solicitors peti 
N it rdered thas the A! ee ee ts 
19, it was 0 

pom tn Ingle and Co, Threadneedle st, for the petitioner x 

3%, directed oo Sa beue Se een So ak Der Ashi and Co, Old 

ewry, ‘or the 

UBACK AND CATIR ALAN 6 Company, Linrreb.— Petition Sor winding 
ee Nov 24, directed to before Baoan, V.C.. on Satardag, by 

Bircham & Co, ustin Friars, solicitors for the peti 
Sourn-East W EstaTEs , LIMIrTEep.— 


their names an 
Mar 20 at 12 is appointed for hearing and adj 


x Es Unton Bank, Luwrrep.—Chi J., has fixed Dec 10 at 12, at 
his chambers, for the appointment of an offi f Mov. 2.1 
NLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
ee Dunne: POUT” Gosed Nos tr te wes exdared that 
UP. Pattison and Uo, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for 
[Gazetie, Nov. 27.] 


Tyne.—B rd 
e.—By an order 
the rr be wound 
the petitioner 


BLACKBURN COMMERCIAL INVESTMENT 
the V.C., dated Nov 15, it was ordered that the 
and Co, Manchester, agents for Brothers, Blackburn, 


Frrenpty Socrerres Disso.vep. 


for the 
(Gazette, . 23.) 


ANCIENT Barrons’ Socrety, Horse Shoe Inn, Brecknock. Nov 20 

CopDINGTON BROTHERLY . Chester. Nov 17 
RAND a See Sa OF Fsniows, Albion 
a ee cot x [G@asette, Nov. 28.) 

Poor Man’s FRIENDLY Society, Bow Brickhill, ‘ov 

QUEEN ADELAIDE BENEVOLENT SOCIETY, Queen Inn, Sneinton, Not- 
tingham. Nov 21 ; Nov. 2.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Kay.J. Gepp, Chelmsford 

Davins, Aura HENRY Sauxpens, Pentre, Pembroke, Bag. Dec 22. Davies v 
es, Pearson, « Lincoln’ 

Goocu, Sir Francis Benacre Hall, Suffolk, Bart. 


Ronant 
Deos, Brogden y Holmes, Pearson, J if" abbey Mareen Beate, V.C. 


a bir Darlington 

180) 
Port -ttanco URT Lat PAUNCEFOTE, feted Sateen, J , Deo 2. Pop- 
ght Popham Fesmaae Se Des th. Wanen © thom, Tay, 2 


eC, 
{ 
Bangs, Jane Evra, Abbey rd, St John’s Wood. Dee 2, Porterv 
BW anne tatab Dette Deo if. Bndsory Hunt, North, J, Sale, 
Spry, Freperr Epuv: Tot indies, Maier — 


ND, Sopandagshed. 
Gana eae 10. Sey. v Spry, ne oo 


Nov. 13.) 
som, Kay, 


, Solicitor, Deo 22. 
Won, Nente meson nip alinyton, Bookbinder. Dec t. West v West 
Bacon, V.C. ve, t Nov. 18) 
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ApaAms, RICHARD 


2. T 


UGUSTUS 
16. Downing and Handcock. 
CARROLL, J AMES, 


COLLINGBOURNE, 
Jourdain, Ludgate hill 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM 
old Barlington st 


Bootle, 
, Evelina rd, Lausanne rd, 


‘borough, Southampton, Commander Royal Navy. Dec, 

N Franz, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Merchant. Jan 

Lancaster, Gent. Dec 20. Johnson, Liverpool 
Peckham. 


Dec 15. 


Drew, FRANCIS Leger 5 Leamington Priors, Warwick, Clerk in Holy Orders. 


Dec 24. Hannay and 
E1iza HARRIETT 


Fut, 


Gt James st, Bedford 
CHARLES 


nay and Haymes, Lean eo 


. Cooke, Wokingham 
— Dec 20. Ford and Warren, Leeds 

a ena Dec 14. Whitley an 
Gent. Dec 31. Scott, Gloucester 


Upper st, Islington. 
Gray’s inn sq 

HANDFORD, THOMAS ol Calcutta, India, Jeweller. Jan 1. 

EpWwann, Sandhurst, Berks, Government Contractor for 


Dec 20. Hall, 


Power and Co, 


d Co, Liverpool 


ee soa Say Nee lane, West Smithfield, ‘Whip Manufacturer. Dee 17. 


Foisee ¢ and Sore. 


PEACOPP, 


South square, Gray’s inn, Solicitor. Dec 31. 


Roberts, Wonden bidgs, Gara: inn 


"ee a and Stephens, "Essex st, Stran 
Stephens 
RICHARDSON, Lee, 


brook, nee Southampton, 
Warwick. Dec 31. 


Doctors’ comm 


ScHOFIELD. ETHELINDA. a. ork, Tobacconist. 
, CHARLES 


Dec 31. 
HENRY, Porchester gate, Hyde park, Esq. 


and Co, . oo Victoria 


st 
Wim FLower, Brockley, Kent, Sack and Bag 


Hal ed ot yok John’s Wood, Esq. Dec 29. Emanuel and Simmonds, 


Helder and 
Hants. Dec 31. 


Clarkson and Co, Carter 
Peters, York 


Jan 1. Hudson 
Merchant. Dec 7. 


Styer, le st 
STEBBING, Rev HEWRy, D.D., St James’s Parsonage, suit rd. Dec 22. 


J 


‘ustice, Bernard 
STEED, GEORGE, Birmingham. irming 
THODAY, Incite Few, Willingham, Cambridge, Corn Herchant. 


st, Russell 
“Dee 1 13. Price, Bi 


gn Cambri 


THORN, J 
inn 


Victoria st 
B. 


lane, Cannon 


dge, 
OSEPH, Croydon, Surrey, of no occupation. Dec 31. 


ERICK WILLIAM Pratt, Old Bailey, Esq. Dec 


ARLOW, FRED: 
Co, Lincoln’s ian fields 
, WILLIAM, 


Deptford, Surrey, Gent. Dec 1. 


Dec 31. Eaden 
Nicholls, Lincoln’s 


TICKELL, JosEPH Hotuick, Linden gardens, Esq. Jan 10. Lyne and Holman, 
Gt Winchester. st 


ALpovws, + Foam, Brighton, Sussex, Ironmonger. Jan 1. 
ic 
BARBOUR, smuean, Winchester st, Esq. Dec 31. 


Gazette, Nov. 20.} 


[ 
Bristow, London st, 
Graham, Westminster chmbrs, 


25. Paterson and 


Hogan and Hughes, Martin’s 


st 
BURGEss, GEORGE MACELAND, Kenilworth rd, Victoria park, Bethnal Green, 
Stain Dec 


CAavVILL, ROBERT, Tiverton, Devon, 


er. 24. Voss, Vestry Hall. , Bethnal green 


Coachman. Jan 16. Densham, Bampton 


CouteTr, Tuomas, Kings Ripton, Huntingdon, Farmer. Dec 24. enytes, 


Huntingdon 
Operon, ILLIAM, North bldgs, Eldon st, Ironmonger. Jan2. Hill and Co, Old 
, CHARLES HENRY PAIN, Littleton, Hants. Jan 16. Blackmore and 
Shield, Alresford 


Cox, GEorGE, Calow, Derby. Farmer. Feb 1. 
CErrImp, a GEORGE, Tooley st, London Bridge, 
FREDERICK EDWARD CHARLES LOWTHER, Westbourne terrace, Hyde 


Jan 8. 
CROFTON, 
park, Esq. 


Curtis, GEorGE, Mincing lane. Dec 29. 
DANIELS, FREDERICK 


Shipton and Cx« 
, Bedford row 


Dec 25. Paterson and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
incing lane 


and Lm Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 


Fox, Mary 


, Plymouth, Devon. Deo. 
FRITH, GroraE, Leicester, Agent. 
Grmoond, Davin, Greenhithe, Kent, Carman. Dec 8. 
Hatt, FREDERICK ANDREW, 
Co, ag Jewry chambers 

Hames, JosEPu, Leicester, Gent. Jan 5. 
Heap, James, Grindlestone Bank, near Halifax, York. Dec 15. 

GEORGE PETER, North Shields, N orthumberland, Engine Builder. 


Fox. Plymouth 
Feb 14. Harris, Leicester 
Ridle 
Wickham, Kent, Gent. 


Stevenson and Son, 


21. enliven, South Shields 


JONES, JOB, Tat 
Lgvy, BENJAMIN, Leice ster, Clothier. 


MaAppIson, JOHN, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Agent. 
Marx, Gsoncz Francis, Alresford, Hants. Jan 17. 
Alresford 


Dec 1. 
Feb 1. 


Chester, Gent. 


PHILUs Happock, Eatington, Warwick, nt. 


Stow on the Wold 
, ALBION, Brook green, Hammersmith, Gent. Dec 20. 


inn 
SAMUEL, 
Old Jewry 


SHAW, Wrt1aM BANNISTER, Warwick, Gent. 
ALFRED 


\PROSON, LIAM, 
Jan ll Coleboura. Ww aeemesen 
> , St James’s Parsonage, Hampstead rd. 
Sean "hermand st, Russell : square 
, EMILY FRANCES 
Lincoln’s st fields 
Eg 's rd, & 
THWAITE, JOSEPH. 
a —' Stockwell, Surrey, 
Was, JOuN, Bootle, Lancaster, Draper. 


I~sor, Rostva Benyon, 


Dec 24. Moore, 


Dec 10. 


», Chesterfield 


Coffee House Keeper. 


Wi11u4M, Lower Tooting, Surrey, Clerk. Dec 23. Hickin 


ey, Dartford 
Russell and 


Leicester 
Rhodes, Halifax 
Dec 


Moss and Sharpe 
Haxby and Partridge, Leicester 
Dec 20. 


Stewart, 


Blackmore and Shield, 


Moss, Exzas, Liverpool. Gent. Jans. Pierce and Hartle ey; Liverpool 
e 


Dec 25. Francis, 


Brown, Lincoln’s 


HeEwnnrreTTA, Gloucester terrace, Hyde park. Dec 22. Kearsey and Co, 


Warwick 


JEREMIAH, Ware. Hertford, Gent. Dec 22. Gisby and Son, Ware 
oues, JOHN, mages, Gent. Feb 28. Daniel, Ramsgate 


sen, Hatton hill Farm, 
y, D.D 
CES ANNE, Hawkhurst, Kent. Dec 3 


; eam, Adam st, Adelphi, Esq. 
mn 

‘ax, Farmer. Dec 20. 
Esq. Jan5. Wansey, 


Ramsgate, Kent, ‘Surgeon. Dec 31. Daniel, 


Pembridge gardens, Bayswater. 


Cartwright, Lothbury 


Wrvrer, 


{THEW LEA, Gosberton, Lincoln. Jan 5. Bailes, 


James, Halifax, York, Wool and Waste Dealer. 


Co, 


ADcock, are Puiiz1Ps, Stoneleigh, Warwick, Farmer. 
BreEr, JOHN Stoke > Demarel, Devon, Solicitor. 
Boxp,Ro ” 


Dec 4. Shelle 


a, Woking, Surrey, Gent. Dec3i. Sidgwick an 








Jan 5. 


Jan 1, 


near Shifnal, Salop, Farmer. 


Dee 22. 
1. Farrer and Co, 
Walker and Co, 


Ingram and Huntriss, Halifax 
Bristol 


Ramsgate 


Dec 28. Morris and Tan ones, Liver- 


Jan 8. Roy and 


Boston 

{ Gazette, Nov. 23.) 
“Dec 31. Jubb and 
Hughes and 


os Plymouth 
Biddle, Gresham 








BULLER, WENTWORTH 
Theobald’s rd, ‘Gray’ = 


DOoLPHIn, JoHN LioyD, 





m11amM, Whimple, Devon, Esq. Jan 19. Walker and 6s 


Devon. Feb 1, Reichel, Spersholt Vi ©, W a 
ondbury, York. Craven and e] 


Minster , ‘Salop , Gent. Dec3i. Nevett, 
Most Hon. GEORGE, uis me Donegall, Grosvenor sq. 
Coo ew sq, Lincoln’s inn 
GrRuBB, Mary, South Moreton, Berks. Dec8. Slade, W: 
HatForpD, THomas, Fownhope, Hereford, Farmer. Dec 15. 
ham, Hereford 
Joun, Llandudno. Jan 21. Chamberlain, Llandudn 
wham Witt1AM EpwakD, Sandhurst, Berks, Farmer. Jan L Cooke, Woki 


HILLARY, JOSEPH, Broadgreen, nr Liv 1, Grocer, Dec16. Wyles, Livery " 
JACKSON, JOHN MILBOURNE, St Edmund’s ter, Regent’s pk, Captain in RA BR: 
Dec 31. Johnson and Co, Austin friars an. 


iy Laine Caronisclawdd, Cardigan, Farmer. Dec 12. Hughes and Sons, 
Kemper, Rev Epwarp MarsHatt, Linkinhorne, Cornwall, Clerk. Dec 31. Coy. ton, 
laid énd Oo, Launceston al Waaet, C eng i Merchant, Mord, De 
FIELD, CHARLES, Baltic omm: jorn 

Jan 10. Marsh, Fen ct, Fenchurch Ore ‘ees, De 
Nutt, JOSEPH, Patricroft, Lancaster. “8 25. Weston and Co, Manchester 
RADFORD, JANE, Norton, "Derby. Jan 8. Allen, Sheffield 

Dec Pope and Co, Ca. 

Leicester. Dec14, Wright and Co, Leicester 






— rete 

















Shrewsh 
Jan uh 








iN, 
kson and Co, N 














ord 
ames and :Boé 



















































 * CHARLES, Colchester, Essex, Plumber. 14, 
Rog, Sant, Belgrave, 





























SLINGSBY, J aMEs, Kildwick, York, Jan 31. Wright, Skipton 
SmiTH, BENJAMIN, Manchester, Glass Stainer. Jan 23. eywood and Son, Man. Al 
chester Major, 
Guszom, Mowasp, Victoria st, eee See Be 1. ae “ae 
ODY, INGLE FrEw, Willingham, Cam , Corn Merchant. Dec 31. 
and Knowles, Cambridge . Stapletsr 
THOMPSON, Mary, Rooscote, nr Barrow in Furness, Lancashire. Dec 8. Taylor, 
Barrow in Furness 
,» MARGARET, Putney, Surrey. Dec 24. Hanbury and Co, New Broad st 
bpting 3 Rev WILLIAM LAWRENCE, Cheltenham. Dec 31. Kearsey and Par. 
sons, pit 
‘chore, JOHN Sepnew, Lee, Accountant. Dec 24. Ingle and Co, City Bank Astley 2 
, EpGar Huuny ACKLOM, Ilfracombe, Esq. Dec 31. Salt and Sons} 4 Siton 
mt ay JOHN, Newcastle upon Tyne, Gent. Dec3i. Kenmir, Gateshead ao 
: = (Gazette, Nov. 27.) Betterid 
Philliy 
Blakem: 
4 
‘A Solicitor’ writes to the Daily News on November 24: ‘‘ Having a Instit 
case which was in the paper for trial yesterday, and there being a doubt | PO i 
whether it would be in to-day’s paper, I went last night after seven § gowrin 
p.m., and again at great inconvenience this morning about nine a.m., to office 
the Royal Courts to see the lists. The gates were shut, and no list was ex- ao 
posed. It is not given to everyone to search the list within the hours } p.ayp 
during which the gates are kept open. Some of us have our offices miles Dec1 
away. Surely the cause lists for each day should be publicly and con- he 
tinuously exposed from the time they are made up until the close of the a te 
day to which they apply.”’ er 
iC 
Bull, < 
Qua 
Burae 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. ke 
Dec. 3.—Messrs. Mortimer JoNEs & HENRY, at the Mart, at 1for2 p.m., Free- Car’ 
hold and Leasehold Breweries (see advertisement, Nov. 17, p. 4). Bu 
Dec. 3.—Mess: . CHAPMAN, & THOMAS, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 


rs. ROGERS. 
and Connede Pro rties (see advertisement, Nov. 24, p. 2.) 
Dec. 4.—Mr. Davin J. CHATTELL, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground-rents 
advertisement, “Nov. 10, p. 18). 
. 4.—Messrs. Wa. & F. HouGuTon, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Property 
(see adv walla g Nov. 24, p. 2). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 





BIRTHS. 
Fanweii. .—Nov 26, the wife of George Farwell, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at- 
aw, Ol a son. 
ry - mee. .—Nov 24, at Great Grimsby, the wife of 8. T. Haddelsey, solicitor, of 
a daughter. 
READ.—Nov 22, at 19, Queen-square, Bath, Louise Emily Bowes, wife of George 
Sidney Read, barrister-at-law, of a son. 


DEATH. 
=~ Yanan ov 26, at Burhill, Witnaea eins Francis Thomas Bircham, aged 
73. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Frimay, Nov. 23, 1 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Bucknall, Hamilton Lindsay, Viceorts Mansions, WeStminster, Civil Engineer. 
Pet Nov 20. Murra: tray. Dec6at1 
Gould Robert Freke, King’s Bench walk, Temple, Barrister at Law. Pet Nov 
Brougham. Dee 4 at 11.30 


To Surrender in the Country. 























Bruton, W. T. C., Cranfield —_ Hanwell, Assistant Engineer. Pet Nov 2. 
Ruston. Brentford, Dec 11 a’ 

Herries, G George, Huddersfield, * Chemist. Pet Nov 21. Jones. Huddersfield, 

Faden. Cam- 








Horne, . °F Ely, Cambridge, Wine Merchant. Pet Nov 21. 











ridge, Sati 
Howitt, John, Wisbech St Peter, Cambridge, Grocer. Pet Nov 19. Partridge. 
King’s Lynn, Dec? ? ge ‘ 





» 1883. 


Dec. 1, 1883. 
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Valker and Qj) 


t, Shrews bu 









r sq. Jan i 


8 and :Bod 


Oke, Woking. fila 


les, Livery 


tain in RW! 


es and Sons, Dec 12 at 12 


dec 31. 





m Merchant, 
achester 
nd Co, Ca. 


d Son, Man. 
ioho 
81, 


8. Taylor, 
‘Broad st 

y and Par. 
City Bank 


and Sons, 


head 
Nov. 27,] 


Having a 
a doubt 
ler seven 
/a@.m., to 
| Was ex. 
he hours 
28 miles 
ind con- 
> of the 


-» Free. 
‘reehold 
id-rents 


roperty 











+, Alfred, Endon, ur Leek, Stafford, ware Manufacturer’s Manager. 
ft Nov 21. Yates. Macclees id, Dec 5 ai 


, John, Joseph William, Gladstone rd, Winbledon, Builder. Pet Nov17. Bell. 


‘Kingston, Dec 6 at 4 
; TuESDAY, Nov. 27, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


bnson, o, George, Lombard ct, Solicitor. Pet +8. Hazlitt. Dec 11 at 11 
1 Isadore E., Coldharbour lane, Brixton. Pet Nov 33. Hazlitt. Dec 12 at 


0 hoa tus, and eer Mason, St Paul’srd, Limehouse, Drapers. 

Pet Nov 3. tt. Dec 12at 1 

ier, cea - st, Shadwell, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Pet Nov 23. 
a 

ide liams, Thomas, Archell rd, West Kensington, Builder. Pet Nov 22. Pepys. 


To Surrender in the Country. 



























Coy.§ grnton, W. T. C., Hanwell, Assistant Engineer. Pet Nov 20. Ruston. Brent- 


ford, Dec 11 at il 
pepman, He reg ea, Joiner. Pet Nov 23. Crosby. Stockton on 


Tees, 
as erroneously printed in last Gazette), 
er Cambridge. Dec 8 3 a tne 





Home, Sees (and not Horne, 
bridge, Wine Merchant. Pet Nov 21. 





Pet Nov 23. Pearse. ‘ord, 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 

Frimay, Noy. 23, 1883. 
Nov 13 

TUESDAY, Nov. 27, 1883. 


Stapleton, Harvey, and arm William Jerrard, Peterborough, Northampton’ 
Corn Merchants. Nov 23 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
FRIDAY, Nov. 28, 1883. 


Astley, Edward, Stamford rd, Hooley hill, nr Manchester, Hat Maker. Dec 7 at 

3 at King’s Anns | Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Clayton and Wilson, 

Ashton under Lyn 

uman, Nathan, High st, Whitechapel, Cigarette Maker. Dec 6 at 3 at office of 
Jummins, Devonshire chbrs, Bishopsgate st Without 

Betteridge, William, Windsor, Berks, Engine Fitter. Dec 8 at 2 at office of 

Phillips and Ford, Sheet st, Windsor 

Blakeman, C harles,. Hammerwich, nr Lichfield, Stafford, Butcher. Dec 5 at 3 at 

office of Sheldon, High st, Wednesbury 

Blenkiron, Wi , Clarges st, Mayfair, Stud Farm Keeper. Dec 10 at 2 at Law 
Institution, Chancery lane. Harvey and Co, Bedford row 

Bowers, Frederick ‘Tom, Tunstall, Stafford, out of business. Dec4 at 2 at Vine 

Hotel, Stafford. Jackson, Hanley 

Bowring, Thomas, We stbourne, nr Bournemouth, Hants, Builder, Dec6 at 3 at 

office of Trevanion, the Arcade, Bournemouth. Trevanion and Curtis, Poole 

rammer, Geor; BS Sheftield, Draper. Dec 1 at 12 at Law Society, Hoole’s chbrs, 

Bank st, Sheffield. Binney, Sheffield 

Bray brooke, Stephen Henry, and John Kershaw, Manchester, Cotton Spinners. 

Dec 18 at 2 at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral Gates, Manchester. Bullock and Worth- 


Welch, — sen, Ampthill, Bedford, Builder. 
Dec 10 at 






Major, Albert, Cannon st. 


ington, Manchester 

Brown, Peter, Sepdeshem, Dastinghetn, out of business. Dec 7 at 2 at office of 
Bliss, High st, h Wycombe 

Brumpton, Robert, Linco "Baker. Dec 6 at 12 at office of Williams, Silver st, 

incoln 

Bull, John, Newport, Isle of Wight, Miller. Dec 10 at 3at Warburton’s Hotel, 
Quay st, Newport. Blake, Newport 

Burden, Stephen, Lower Grangetown, Cardiff, Postmaster. Oct 5 at 12 at office 


of Lovett, Duke st, Cardiff. Cousins, Cardiff 
pers, 4 ohn, Carlisle, Innkeeper. Dec 5 at 3at office of Errington, Lowther st, 
arlisle 


Burrows, Thomas, apg. te Makerfield, Lancaster, Grocer. Dec 6 at 11 at office 

ot Parkerson, King st, W a 

Butt, Charles, and George Charles Butt, Castle Cary, Somerset, Grocers. Dec 7 
at 10.30 at Red Lion Inn, Yeovil. Waits ts, Yeovil 

Campbell, Archibald. John Higgins Bull, and William Cave Hesilrige Buckby, 

Neptune Mineral Waterworks, Brondesbury, Kilburn, Mineral Water | cal 

facturers. Dec 3 at 12 at office of Philpott, Guildhall chbrs, Basinghall st 

Cartwright, Thomas, Bridgnorth, Salop, Haulier. Dec 10 at 12.30 at office of 

Haslewood, Bank st, Bric se to 

Chamberlain. Henry, Birmingham, Grocer. Dec 5 at 2.30 at office of James, 

Temple st, Birmingham 

Clarke, George, sromendeger, Lowestoft, Suffolk. Dec 6 at 12 at office of Fitch, 

Bedford row Stanley, Norwich 





iter-at~ 
itor, of 
teorge 


1, aged 


neer, 


Nov 





v 2. 
eld, 






ame~- 


ge. 





















Coombes, William, Exeter, Fruiterer. Dec6 at 11 at office of Southcott, Post 
Office st, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Coombes, Walter Angus, and James Coombes, West Hartl 1, Shoe Dealers. 
Dec 5 at 3 at offices ot Simp »son, Church st, West Hartle 

Pere Richard Wadsworth, James Crabtree, jun, and Eugene Alfred Crabtree, 
Leeds, Ironfounders. Dec 'b at 2 at office of Walker and Tweedale, ‘South 
parade, Leeds 

Dalton, Alfred, and Saety Denby Tailors. Dec7 
at 8 at office of Clo S aed st, 

Deeble, — herd. Heckmondwike, York, 8 at 3 at office of 

Chamberlain, New st, Leicester. 


jin, Thomas, Parson Drove, 5 at 11 at office of 
lard, York row, Wisbech 


Dore, Thomas, Joseph, Gorleston, Suffolk, Smack Owner. Dec 5 at 12 at office of 
Clarke, Regent st, Gt Yarmouth 
Elliott, Henry George, Harrow rd, Paddington, Baker. Nov 380 at 2 at office of 
Holroyde, bury pavement 
"By ur, Crook, Durham, Innkeeper. Dec 6 at 11 at office of Maw, jun., 
Market Be » Bishop Auckland 
. Vauxhall bridge rd, Chessmmcuger. Dec 18 at 3 at 270, High 
Hol Dork, "“hosctone and Leggatt, Raymond bidgs, Gray’s inn 
Friswell, John, Handsworth, Stafford, er. Dec 7 at 11 at office of Caddick, 
Holyhead rd, Handsw orth’ 
Goodwin, Hugh ———- waicall, Statford, Chemist. Dec 10 at 8 at office of 
Greciuood. Gacege, Rathwell York, Greengrocer. Dec 10 at ii ab office of T 
reenwood. othwe or) ree’ r. 10 at 11 a ce en- 
nant and ‘Besree Albion st, Leeds 
Hammond, Alfred, Gosport, Stationer. Dec 11 at 2 at 145, Cheapside 
Harry, David, Br ee Giamorgan, Collier. Dec 6 at 11 at office of 1 Prvies, 
ma p 
Henson, Robert, Nottingham, Bootmaker. Dec’S at 8 at office of Lees, Severn 
Beet Mido ato pone 
Hern, Wi vm, * ~ it Builder 5 at 11 at office of Wills, Bath st, Exeter. 
Hill, Walter Thorold and William Thomas Morton, Coventry, Bicycle Manu- 
facturers. Dec 6 at 12 at St Michael’s Hall, George yd, Lombard st. Farish, 





Hinte, Welter Henry, 6 Sheffield, Solicitor. Dec 14 at 3 at office of Law Society, 


mg Wien, mi gan one Tabor, Dec 4 at 11 at office of 


Holder, Henry, Hulme, Aerated Water Manufacturer. Dec 10 at 3 at office of 
Diggles and eke) Booth st, Manchester 
ms t 8 at Wiliam, Proetian’s et Ci Gracechurch st 
at office 
H s Sohn Fred, Not Plumber. scechiurolh Sts of Wells and 


—s etch: te, 
Hunt, Ni ~ ih — ., Reena Dec 7 at 11 at Angel Hotel, 


Market st, Over Darwen. 


Ramsbottom, 
James, John and William Charles Davies, Li Auctioneers. Dec 
waite’ at tice of Hares and try, — vi Dec 6 at 11 at office of 
hens, ven > > 
Tahoe and . Little Park 
J Chelsteses, . Dec 7 at 2 at office of Pierce, Regent 


a ae Dec 5 at 11 at office of Dauncey, Albion 
Se eee orem ot emtvtonn Dec 20 at 3 at office of Wil- 


botsterd, Marl rd. Dec 10 at 2 at office of 

E borough Boyes 
ema Hotel Keeper. Dec 6 at 12 at Junction Hotel, 

dudno. 


Ellis, Biaenau Festiniog 
Jordan, James East Dean, thonoesben Collier. Dec 6 at 12 at Lion Hotel, Cin- 
derford. Goldring, Cinderford 
King. Thomas, Bursiem, Stafford, Grocer. Dec 6 at 11 at office of Tomkinson, St 
John’s C4 Burslem 
Siam, Loe. York, Landowner. Dec 5 at 2.30 at office of Belk, Post 


John st Liverpool. we and Co, verpocl 
Lane, James, B: Builder. Dec 5 at 2 at office of Corn st Bristol 
Theodore Ludwig Aldersgate st, Traveller. Deci 
at 1 at office of ith, 


Lawson, Seth, Northampton, Machine Agent. Dec 4 at 3 at office of Walker, 
Ab mn st, Northamp ton 
—_ liam, Carmarthen, Builder. Dec 4 at 11 at office of Griffiths, St Mary 


hace 
Laces, Hi gee Southsea, Hampshire, Grocer. Dec 10 at 1 at 145, Cheapside. 
orti 
“as. don, Surrey, Baker. mg 14 at 2at George Inn, Old Town, 


Maber, og 

Croydon. Fenton rand Phillips, Worshij 
it, Thomas rd, Rotherhithe New a Timber Merchant. Dec 

Saat Sat office of! So, Gt James sty Boat 

M ork, Draper. Nov 30 at 2 at Black- 
friars ices ener Singleton, rd 

ion = on ihliam, Chester, Cab prietor. Dec 5 at3 at office of Ellis, New~ 

. Chester 

Nicholson. Samuel Robert, Gt : ormea, Norfolk, Fruiterer. Nov 30 at 12 at 
office of Wiltshire, inom , Gt Yarmouth 

Nicholson, Thomas, Li rocer. Dec 7 at 3 at office of Pennock and Guest, 


Victoria st, Liv = a anata 
ve, Suffolk, Blacksmith. Dec 4 at i2 at office of Gross, 
Crown_st, Bury St unds 


Pearce, John, Newton Abbot, Devon, Tea Merchant. Dec § at 11 at Inns of 
Court Hotel, Holborn. , Newton Abbot 
Ponti, Joka, Mee Keeper. Dec 12 at 3 at office of Woodall 


iunchester, Beerhouse 
Norfolk st, Manchester 
Price, Thomas W heapoee te = oucester, Farmer. Dec 7 at 11.30 at office of Henderson. 
Berkeley st, Glouces 
Exeter, Poulterer. Dec 8 at 11 at office of Fewings, Queen 


Pye, Heniy Stoc' 
st, Exeter. eter 
Raimes, Herbert, West end lane, Kilburn, Ironmonger. Dec 10 at 12 at office of 
Fraser, Moorgate 
Resonee Ralph. Pewcestio-wedaeLama, Plumber. Dec 6 at 11 at office of Griffith, 
n Market, Newcastle-under- Lyme 
Ree ; John, Liverpool, Bootmaker. Dec 7 at 3 at office of Harris, Harrington st, 
verpoo 
Robes, . John, Bolton, Innkeeper. Dec 6 at-11 at office of Balshaw, Nelson sq, 
olto: 
Robinson, John, Peckham, Grocer.. Dec 11 at 2 at office of Nicholls, Old Jewry 


chbrs 
Rose, John, Southam apten ch Copel, Tiber Tedious, Da Bee 6 a 28 a 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. aa, a st With 
Rule. Harriett, Chatham, H 
McLellan, igh st, ok 
Semper, Thomas, Queen Victoria gt, Micuocheaper. Dec 7 at 2 at Masons’ Hall 
Fata eae avenue, Basinghall st. and W: Salter’s Hall ct, 





Sim my Sohn, Ken Kendal, Westmorland, Grocer. Dec 5 at 11 at office of Thompson, 
sigusen Eivaee. Granby, Ni Baker. Dec 5 at 3.30 at office of Acton 
ont rriott, Victoria st, No Dray: Dec 6 at 3 at Station Hotel, Carn- 
a Pinckney, Barrow in Furness oy - 
bry ham, Builder. Dec 6 at 3 at office of Wright and Mar- 
sal, ew 
William Doveton, Bow ly Covent Garden, Solicitor. Nov 30 at 12 at 
mE gS Rdenbridee, Kent, Bootmaker. Dec 3 at 10.45 at office 
Ww. 
Ph ig on rd. Red hill 


ers. Negohurch, Lancaster, Wool Stapler. Dec 12 at 3 at Royal 
Te ae +. 4 8 
orn bom im Dec 11 at 8 at office of Mar~ 
Vaughan, James, estry, Salop, Cabinet Maker. Dec 6 at 2 at Public Hall, 
Oswestry. Ellis, Oswes' Aah ant 
Weed Bawin John, Cambri rd, Bethnal Green, Carman. Dec 18 at 3 at office 
West, Jam Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Grocer. Dec 6 at 12 at office of Morgan 
wage , Andres. Sout Shields, Durham, Hairdresser. Dec 3 at 10 at office of 


h Shields 
Wage. Kenilworth, Warwick, out of business. 6 at 8 at offi 
of Hugs and Master, Lite Park at Guveatry Pea PET 
be te ~ a lane, Ratcliff, Bishopsgate st, Within 
TuEsDAY, Nov. 27, 1883. 





Apelocn, ipene, Ss pr Ponty] Pawnbroker. Dec 11 at 12 at office of 
aiden, Bes 2, Rusholme, ne Grocer. 

sel fe ede es ak 
Atfield, J co: Sussex, Coment Manufacturer. Dec 11 at 3 at 
office of Holmes Arundel ' 
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Wi e tu t, Basket 
a and North We stern Hotel, Stafford. 
, Badward_ Laurence eresfor: 1, York ih 

6 at 4 ab office of Lovett and Co. Kine W: 


toke on 
sat, Licensed Victualler. 


fetoria sq, Leeds 





 Ealver pool, Bust Dealer. 


srenhea 
jeqin te egis, Dorset, Waite?. Dee 19 ab 19 ab offies of BtFeEE, 


th Sth, 

Bis, 7 eng, 

piper F ele ome pais 

iit 2 yh Finees His dH, Ritekinghan, 
ites bering, Hish sb, High Pyenmbe 

) HEA, Pisses, 


Dee 
Paviner. 


podinat aii tik 
i HAE Bt Paledonian Pd, Heerhause Keepers 


ary 6 phe ¥ 
yea, ( Ceorae ARAA, Ryssex, 10 Peet patOn: 
yer, Greah: faa at. ¢ lols aud Cary, Hasthewrne 


opin falter Thomas, Btowmarket, Suffolk, Miller. 


whi A, jgeun, Rtawmarket 
Oownt Bw ward, aylgens i Bee 
ey oe ine alva- inpefelds 


Dee 10 at 11.80 at Guildhall 


Dee iF at 11 at Pox Hotel, 


jauthwark, 
0 


a Georges 
mndie hichavdson and Ben, Quad 


arviett, Yeovil, Somerset, Boot Beller, Dee id at 12 at office af Watts: 


Bichard tn, Tan Brig shton, Sussex, Grocer. Dee 11 at 8 at 6 Arthur st, 
arter and Bell, tdol lane 


Poy 
rf 


illard Ric hard Olitheree, Lancaster, Tailor, Dee 12 at 11 at Old Bull 
ark st, Blackburn, Hasthams and Aitken, Clitheroe 
oven illiam, wei Wine Merchant. Dec? atiat Grand Hotel, Bristol. 
Eaton, sired Ford, Sandbach, Chester, Boot and Shoe Maker. Dec 8 at 1 at 
of Bygott, High h st, Crewe 4 
Joseph, jun, Rawcliffe, ur Selby, York, Grocer. Dec 13 at 11 at Lowther 
otel, Aire st, Goole. Smith, Leeds 


dlay, George Bryce Girvan, Salisbury ct, Fleet st, Stationer. 
Figg: of King, North bidgs, Finsbury circus , 


eNew inn ur William, Oxford, Steam Sawyer. Dec 13 at 3 at office of Galpin, 
Hall st, Oxford 
William, Derby, Innkeeper. Dec 12 at 3 at office of Briggs, Full st, 


Dec_10 at 11,15 at 


» Charles Frederick, Portsea, Phimber. hi ii atias 145, Cheapside, King, 

i, Leeds, Draper. Dee T at 3 at office of Hardcastle amd Bari- 

ante ‘Bia, Halifax, Conttactor, Dee ii at 8 at office of Moore, Ward’s Bad, 
tr 10 at 8 ab offices 6f Bleakley, 


Dee 18 ab 8 at 
Shotowmaphic Artist, Dee 19 at 8 at 146, Cheap- 


Dee 4 at 4b ofive 


Carman, Bee 11 at @ at office af Cagper 


Warmington, N orthampi on, Baker. Dee 17 at 12 at Talbot 


Dec 11 at 2at | 


Gan ew, Sittingbourne, Kent, Builder. Dec 6 at 12in lieu of day and 
~ time jr verry A named 
er oer tourbridge, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Dec 7 at 3 at office 
yaaven Holberton, High st, Brierley hill 
, eam, ham, Music Seller. Dec 10 at 2 at 83, Gresham st. Nor- | 
man, 


cock, Ji aie am sen, Graveney rd, Lower Socting, Cab Proprietor. Dec 6 at 2 at 
145, (he de. ite, Queen st, Cheapsid: 
Trevithick, Goldhawk rd, 8 qnerd's Bush, Warchouseman. Dec 
as a tow of Pain, Marylebone rd. Mary. lebone 
, William, Portsea, Hants, Bicycle and Tricycle Maker. Dec 12 at 12.30 
ot 145, Chea; eats. Feltham, Portsea 
Colton, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Dec i2at 11 at Temperance 
Ulverston. Poole, Ulverston 
H David, Aberdare, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 8 at'12 at office of Linton 
and Kenshole, Canon st, Aberdare 


James, Thomas Philip, Manchester, Merchant. Dec 14 at 3 at Grosvenor Hotel, 
Deansgate, Manchester. Addleshaw and Warburton, Manchester 


Kettel, Steven, Melton Mowbray, Licensed Victualler. Dec 12 at 12 at office of 
Stone and Co, Welford pl, Leicester 


Lee, Donald McPhee, Halton, Chester, Coal Merchant. Dec 10 at 2at Patten Arms 
Hotel. Warrington. Linaker, Runcorn 
Lifton, William. ‘ilinm. Pembroke Dock, Grocer. Dec 5 at 12 at 2, Water st, Pembroke 
Dock. Brown, Pembroke Dock 
Littlewood, Joseph Alfred, Huddersfield, Commercial Traveller. Dec12 at 11.30 
at office of Fisher and Preston, Queen st, Huddersfield 
Lusher, George Gayeord, Birmingham, Machinist. Dec 10 at 3 at office of Fallows, 
Cherry st, Birmingha: 
Marchant, William carl’ Paddington zreen, W heelwright. Dec 12 at 12 at 
Giiice of Wolseley, Lincoln's inn fields © - 
James Frederick, Sao ‘Publisher. Dee 10 at 3 at office of Beale 


and Co, Newhall st, Birmingham 
Past, do J li Kendal, Westmeziond, Innkeeper. Dec 11 at 11 at office of Thomson 
Wilson, Finkle st 
Parkinson, Geo t. "Lancester, Bleacher. Dec 12 at 3 at office of Sale and 
pe "Go, Booth st, Manchester 


George perenne, Martin’s lane, Estate Agent. Dec 10 at 3 at57, Coleman 
mio Lng! aT d, Norfolk, F; 
James, or orfo ‘armer. 
Daynes, Castle meadow, Norwich 


piers, William ae, Pt omen ee rd, Clapton, Builder. Dec 8 at 2 at Guildhall 
“Ee. 
Rowley. (Jon, Bneftield. er. ~Dec 10 at 12 at office of Auty, Queen 


Dec 8 at 12 at office of Bavin and 


| 














Se , Robert Ernst, and Archibald radf 
ts, Dee 6 at 8 at Law institute, ,, Bradford Shipping My 


Smith, Geo: Keay and Tho: ane vedios Hee North Shields, Ship Build 
a at At ab a Be Sion Hotel, Ki fig st, South elds. Dunean ren 
ou 





Peatoe, Baninel, Birmingham, Machinist, Dee 7 at8 at office of Price, Cherry at, 
Butt a, oe in Maile, More eneaten, M.D, Dee i? offies 
of Lakwauli and © Coppoek, ary As sry de , aa er 

or vee " Eiew pr, Hawlier, Dee? A ii at office of Btratbon, QueaR 
sii “¢ wat 


¥; Dee 10 at 6.60 at of 
et \ Ghureh 8 “hehe ea 


mf 
Vine ha Henry Catta is, G iD 
Bue heagee JA im ena ¢ ab; aad, Lests mer ee See 
wi ever 1 vid, Warwic k, Reotinaker, Dee 11 ab 11 aboffice af Hesp, Castle at, 


W rea How ley tegis, Btaiferd, ot at 
af ie thy i His Sf, f i ey Heat 4, AP AP erley 

Whita Ch i } ' 8 
a ee hist dure 48 . i Hackney, Commission Agent Dee Ra 

Wi it Bt, Brown sh les, Ra tn Ld Agent, Dee i4 at 8 at office of oon 


ees Dee yf at i¥ at office 





Wiles 4 POWRS HN Rest 
eh ne liowg by ane, Pottenham, 0 Coramiasion Agent r) 
at aeons all Tavern, Masons’ aventie, iall st, pat Me “we 
1eapside 


Weodreote, Faseph, Wallasey, ar Bir 
at oftiee of Barner and Oo; Uook at 
yaal 


kerthead, Ligensed Victualler. Dee i ata 
verpool. Ayrton and Radcliffe, Liver. 








W got Tobn, oatham, York, Grocer. Dee 7 at 8 at office of Bainbridge, Albert 


rd, esborou 

Wrangle, Henry, # iehem, Cabinet Maker, Dec 11 at 8 at office of Riley, Astley 
wit: Blackburr 

Wright iiliam, Nottingham, Proyision Dealer, Dec 12 ati1 at office of Black, 


Low Pavement, Nottingham 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
=: the excess Soff fat extracted. 
P see Theeatlble’ be mounce . - ~ _—_ ie ron per- me, 
‘ectly beverage for Brea! or uncheon, or 
, and inyalnable for Invalids and Children. stimates and Des 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 


Being sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palsies, k better in all climates, and is fuur times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. | Designs, &c, 


instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 

to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny, 
Cocoatina 4 Le VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
ocolate, may be taken when 


ree otha od, 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists 


wr Shattos on Hwy 0010, ‘erms by the Sole Pe 





ESTABLISHED 1825. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


PR om pricy beng AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 

mpeenliaed free for entirely Fur- 

nishing Residences, C bers, ces, &c. 

—PAINTING, DEVORATING, ¢ a TOUsE REPAIBRS.— 





Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s per set. 

THIRTY Semen an SHOW ROOMS, 


Hywersox, Tazzr08, & Peart 
Bh Furniture Teigaben Grtsoady Lon or Memoved 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE pups MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole ef th 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS AND QUEBN’S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 


ESTABLISHED 1080. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERCY GOWNS 










